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INTRODUCTION. 


BU vey ee did not present itself to 

the philosophical and_ theological 
world as a definite and crystallized system. 
In such a form it would never have gained 
the sympathies of Catholics, but would have 
met with an early and speedy condemnation 
by the ecclesiastical authorities on account 
of its inherent and flagrant opposition to 
Catholic teaching. 

By artifice and under the guise of ortho- 
doxy, its tenets were smuggled into Catho- 
lic schools. They were not propounded in 
their entirety, but only partially, as oppor- 
tunity allowed; they were gradually, but 
with extreme caution and great reserve, ap- 
plied to different subjects of history, sociol- 
ogy, and philosophy, and finally they in- 
vaded the territory of theology. 

The representatives of Modernism pub- 
lished their views in different periodicals, 
and, to divert attention, very often used fic- 
titious names. Besides, they dealt out their 
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doctrine only in small doses. Yet we can 
trace a systematic coherence in their vari- 
ous ideas and by careful study we shall be 
able to reconstruct a complete and well-de- 
fined theory. So Modernism proves to be 
a philosophico-theological system based 
upon some few general and fundamental 
principles. Its mainspring is Positivism, 
and, more accurately, Positivism as influ- 
enced by the Rationalism of Kant. Positiv- 
ism furnishes the very bone and sinew of 
Modernism. In its final consequences, Mod- 
ernism, the same as Positivism, whence it 
proceeds, arrives at Indifferentism and Scep- 
ticism. | 

The aim of the present treatise is to give 
a clear and systematic exposition of Mod- 
ernism, paying special attention to its fun- 
damental ideas and by refuting the basic 
principles show the errors and inconsistency 
of the whole system. 

In dealing with our subject we follow the 
order of the Encyclical, ““Pascendi” of Pope 
Pius X, containing a keen and comprehen- 
sive analysis of the Modernistic theory. 
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As Modernists are imbued with a ration- 
alistic and sceptical spirit, theological argu- 
ments would not appeal to them. We, there- 
fore, base our discussion on scientific and 
rational principles, thus giving it a turn “ad 
hominem.” The theological arguments we 
merely point out to the reader. 

We do not quote any names of Modern- 
ists, so as not to hurt such persons who, hav- 
ing formerly adhered to Modernism, have 
now abandoned it. 
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CHAPTER I. 


Limits of Human Knowledge According to 
the Doctrine of Modernism. 


PAR’ from the senses there exists an- 
other faculty of human cognition, 
called reason. It deals with phenomena. 
By observation it discovers the laws ruling 
them. Moreover, by a process of induction 
it summarizes these laws and formulates 
scientific principles. From these general 
principles it may, by deduction, draw con- 
clusions about other phenomena, but about 
phenomena only. 

Human knowledge, therefore, is capable 
of judging with scientific value only in so 
far as phenomena accessible to our senses 
are concerned; but by no process or means 
can it transgress these limits. 

As long as human reason remains con- 
scious of its natural limitations and confines 
itself to them, its conclusions are reliable 
and of scientific value. Our duty, therefore, 
will be never to outrun the domain of our 
experience. Reason and experience, con- 
fined to phenomena, are the only trust- 
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worthy instruments of science. Hence the 
true objects of science are phenomena or 
things palpable to the senses. 

The Modernistic doctrine, thus limiting 
human science to material objects, excludes 
natural theology from the field of science, 
relegating God, as not being a material phe- 
nomenon, to those things which are inac- 
cessible to science. Accordingly, human 
reason is absolutely incompetent to give us 
any scientific data concerning God and His 
existence. 

Though Modernism refuses natural the- 
ology the character of a science, it admits 
that religion, being partly a material phe- 
nomenon as a sociological fact of experience, 
comes under the objects of scientific knowl- 
edge. 
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Refutation. 


HIS theory is derived from Positivism, 
modified by the Rationalism of Kant. 
Kant, the father of Modern Rationalism, in- 
augurated a very intricate system of sub- 
jective philosophy based on the famous the- 
ory of formal ideas and logical categories. 
Thereby he destroyed the objective value of 
natural theology, leaving to its conclusions 
only a logical and formal signification. 

Positivism was little concerned about the- 
ological problems; it repudiated them as 
utterly unscientific and resigned itself to 
deal exclusively with material phenomena, 
extolling them as the only objects of sci- 
ence. | 

Modernism follows in the wake by exclud- 
ing God from science and making Him an 
object of a human sentiment. 

We may prove, however, that God is an 
object of scientific knowledge in the follow- 
ing manner: 

Modernistic Positivism grants that hu- 
man reason is capable of detecting the laws 
governing material phenomena and of es- 
tablishing scientific principles. And, in fact, 
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reason has proved its efficiency by discover- 
ing numerous laws or principles ruling the 
physical, chemical and physiological unt- 
verse. These principles or laws constitute 
the respective sciences. 

Reason will not rest satisfied until it has 
further analyzed the law discovered by sct1- 
ence and investigated the general notion of 
law. 

Of course, natural law is a word carrying 
with it some precise meaning. What is the 
signification of the word law in such cur- 
rent expressions as physical law, chemical 
law, etc.; or physical principle, chemical 
principle, etc.? The fundamental concep- 
tion of law is an ascertained working se- 
quence or constant order among chemical, 
physical, physiological and other phenom- 
ena. Laws are statements of the orderly 
condition of things in the phenomenal 
world. They denote constancy and uni- 
formity. 

But where do they originate? Whence 
is this stability of processes and this con- 
stant mode of operation upon which we 
base our science and our very life? Whence 
the harmonious reign of Law? Does it pro- 
ceed from nature? 
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Before we can answer this question we 
must analyze the term nature. By nature 
we understand the sum of phenomena which 
appeal to our senses. 

Phenomena show themselves to us as a 
harmonious totality which we call nature; 
nature, consequently, means nothing more 
than the sum total of orderly phenomena 
striking our senses. Hence, nature cannot 
be the source of the laws governing phe- 
nomena, since it is only a comprehensive 
symbol for the phenomena themselves. The 
reason of the laws must be beyond the phe- 
nomena; and the harmony of the totality 
cannot be accounted for by the totality it- 
self. We must admit some underlying real- 
ity, reducing the numerous phenomena of 
nature to law and order. This reality is one 
and the same in all phenomena, because 
they are mutually subordinate and by this 
subordination concur to produce a harmo- 
nious unity. Using the language of natu- 
ral sciences, we may express this in the 
following way: all particular laws of na- 
ture are subordinate to general laws. These 
general laws, in their turn, must be the man- 
ifestation of one fundamental law; other- 
wise it would be impossible to explain the 
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unity and order appearing in all phenomena 
and especially in the mechanism of celestial 
bodies. 

Consequently, the various laws which sci- 
ence tells us govern the phenomena of the 
universe proceed from one source. Seeing 
the harmony, the order, the finality, the de- 
sign in all these phenomena, we are com- 
pelled to look upon them as the work of a 
supreme intelligence. 

Hence all laws flow from one Being, en- 
dowed with intelligence of the highest or- 
der. This Being we may call the Supreme 
Law, or God. 

We have arrived at this conclusion by a 
strictly scientific process. It has led us 
beyond the world of phenomena. However, 
this cannot be a reason for denying its logi- 
cal stringency. If every chemical or physi- 
cal law, formulated by science, has scien- 
tific value, the Supreme Law, of which all 
phenomenal laws are but the irradiations, 
must also be acknowledged by science. 

Therefore, when we quote a scientific law, 
we tacitly avow God’s all-pervading and. 
regulating agency (concursus divinus). And 
if this point of view is intentionally ignored 
by science, why does it recognize the phe- 
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nomenal aspect? Yet to abstract from the. 
latter would mean to throw all human 
knowledge into utter confusion and flatly 
to contradict our experience. 

Since it is the same law, whether we con- 
sider it as God’s directive impulse or 
whether we view it as experimental fact in 
its working capacity, we must in both cases 
credit its claims to scientific recognition. 
For the same mental process, induction, 
leads us to either result. 

This holds true of all phenomena, even 
of the most recondite and evasive, such as 
the electro-magnetic, which, according to a 
well-established and universally accredited 
hypothesis, are produced by the vibrations 
of atoms of ether. These vibrations arise 
from the impulse communicated by the 
above-mentioned Law. For nobody will 
contend that these vibrations are produced 
by the atoms themselves, since it is impos- 
sible that inert matter move itself. If any 
one will have it that there is a force in the 
atoms moving and organizing them, we ac- 
cept this view, remarking that this force is 
essentially different from the atoms (from 
matter, matter being subject to this force), 
that it is One and the Same in the entire 
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universe, that it is the Highest Intelligence 
and a Person (because every intelligent 
being is a person), namely, God. 

Human reason, therefore, while drawing 
its inferences from phenomena, points to 
God every time we are confronted with a 
physical, chemical, or physiological law. If 
God is not a scientific object and if con- 
clusions bearing on Him are unwarranted, 
then we must likewise reject the principles 
and laws of which science boasts. Again 
this is absurd and impossible. 

It remains that God’s activity (concursus 
divinus) is reflected in the laws of the phe- 
nomenal world and that from their harmo- 
nious co-ordination He appears to be One, 
Intelligent and independent of phenomena. 

These inferences about God are true not 
only in the logical order of ideas, but also in 
the objective world of things, because unity, 
mathematical order, dimension and propor- 
tion of bodies, dependence and finality, all 
exist outside of us in the appearing phe- 
nomena.* 


*At least there are stable groups to which we apply 
the idea of unity. harmony, etc. Kant affirmed that the 
ideas of unity, harmony, etc., were valid only in the 
logical order, because our mind imposes them on phe- 
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Modernists, therefore, teaching that hu- 
man reason can reach only phenomena and 
never arrive at any reliable conclusion con- 
cerning God, are evidently wrong. Their 
positivistic cast of mind stops short of a 
thorough examination of the ideas of scien- 
tific principle and scientific law. 

The Modernistic tenet, that God is scien- 
tifically unknowable, is a very pernicious 
doctrine and will produce much harm, espe- 
cially among those who are unable to pene- 
trate its sophistry. 

Through the medium of experience we 
only perceive material phenomena striking 
our senses. With the help of different in- 
struments, discovered by science, we exam- 
ine and analyze these phenomena, but de- 
tect nothing in them but a changeable and 
individual element; the law ruling them is 
not directly perceptible to our senses, since 
it differs essentially from phenomena. Phe- 


nomena; whence it would follow that all speculations 
derived from them are of merely subjective value. The 
fallacy of this reasoning appears from the following 
argument: Granting that we impose these ideas on 
phenomena, it nevertheless remains true that we cannot 
apply them indifferently and arbitrarily to all phenomena 
and under all circumstances, but only in certain, invari- 
able, and determined cases. Consequently these ideas 
have an objective import and scientific value. 
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nomena are material and sensible; the law 
is transcendental and spiritual; phenomena 
changeable and contingent; the law stable 
and absolute. 

When talking about the historical devel- 
opment of the different nations, Modernists 
admit, with the modern historiosophers, 
that certain stable laws shaping social phe- 
nomena are traceable in the history of man- 
kind. We, therefore, ask Modernists what 
these historical laws determining the prog- 
ress and course of social events are? There 
can be but one answer, namely, that they 
are nothing else but the directing influence 
of Eternal Law. Medieval historians called 
it Providence, teaching that Providence 
molds history and social phenomena in gen- 
eral; modern historians have changed only 
the word, using instead of Providence the 
expression, historic or social laws. Every- 
body perceives that it makes no difference 
which name we use, provided that it denotes 
the activity of a Being, that is One, Intelli- 
gent and Spiritual; that is, Eternal Law— 
God. 

The same Eternal Law that rules physi- 
cal, chemical and physiological phenomena 
also rules social phenomena—with this dif- 
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ference only, that in physical, chemical and 
physiological phenomena absolute necessity 
reigns, whereas in social phenomena the free 
will of physiologically normal individuais 
comes into play. 

When, therefore, we establish social or 
historical law discovered and proved by so- 
cial or historiosophic sciences, at the same 
time and by the same act we affirm the in- 
terposition of Supreme Law—God. 

God is, therefore, a scientific object or a 
proper object of human reason. He is not 
only a scientific object, but the most funda- 
mental scientific object, the foundation of 
all sciences; because without One God— 
One Eternal Universal law governing the 
universe, system would be impossible, and 
without system and the uniform proceed- 
ing of one Law and one Ruler the universe 
and especially the mechanism of celestial 
bodies could not exist for even one moment, 
but chaos and confusion would hold univer- 
salsway. The existence of system and sys- 
tematic unity in the entire universe can only 
be explained by admitting the existence of 
one Supreme Law, from which all particu- 
lar laws proceed. 

As the Supreme Law is the foundation 
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and basis of system and unity in the unt- 
verse, so in the different sciences treating 
of the laws governing their respective fields, 
the Supreme Law, being the basis of all 
laws, should be the first object and the basis 
of all principles. 

Science of to-day confesses that one of its 
highest aims is the systematizing of phe- 
nomena and of laws already discovered. It 
accomplishes this object by subordinating 
particular laws (and particular data) gov- 
erning phenomena to general laws. In this 
way comparative sciences were created, 
based upon the relations and analogy among 
phenomena. We clearly perceive that net- 
ther scientific comparison nor analogy nor 
hypothesis (the foundation of comparative 
sciences) will have scientific value unless we 
suppose that all general laws are guaranteed 
by one fundamental law—Supreme Law. 

Therefore, as system in nature requires 
God, so does system in the sciences imply 
a Supreme Principle—a Supreme Law— 
God. God, therefore, is the basis of all 
scientific principles. His highest intelli- 
gence embraces all laws and principles in 
their totality and integrity; they are mir- 
rored partially in phenomena and studied 
piece-meal by the different sciences. 
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Every scientist, when entering upon some 
physical, chemical or physiological experi- 
ment, implicitly asserts that law and method 
prevail in the universe; otherwise he would 
not believe that under the same circum- 
stances the same cause generates the same 
effects, and his experiments would be vague 
and useless; but by admitting system in na- 
ture he implies that all natural processes 
are controlled by one Supreme Law—God. 

Therefore, God is a scientific object. 


CHAPTER II. 
The Origin of Religion. 


ODERNISM, true to its positivistic 
and rationalistic character, by elim1- 
nating God from scientific objects, denies 
the theoretical scientific value of natural 
theology, and, in general, of all theological 
sciences. It derives the idea of God from a 
special sentiment, called “the need of the 
divine or need of God.” In this respect the 
Modernistic theory is more logical and con- 
sistent than the Kantian doctrine, which 
bases theological ideas upon “postulates and 
categories.” Hence, Modernism, from the 
rationalistic point of view, is an improve- 
ment in comparison with Kant’s doctrine. 
Religion, according to Modernists, is a 
vital, social phenomenon, developing with 
the development of society; therefore, it 
must have its foundation in human nature, 
and especially in human sentiments. 
Modernists, after having made a psycho- 
logical analysis of human sentiments, found 
among them a special sentiment which they 
call “the need of God or the divine.” Re- 
garding its material side, this sentiment, as| 
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all others, plunges its roots in the nervous 
system and in the contractions and relax- 
ations of the heart (commonly called 
heart-beats). Regarding its spiritual side, 
it is God revealing Himself in human na- 
ture. It manifests itself as an impulse and 
a necessity to believe in God and in gen- 
eral transcendental truth; and, although it 
is innate in everybody and though every- 
body experiences it, nevertheless it appears 
strongly only under particularly favorable 
circumstances and in particular individuals. 
This sentiment begets faith, whose object 
is God. 

God, therefore, according to the theory 
of Modernists, is not the object of science 
based on reason, but of faith based upon a 
sentiment, “the need of the divine’ which 
originates religion by giving birth to faith. 

This sentiment is God’s revelation and 
the beginning of natural and supernatural 
religion; it is God Himself who causes reve- 
lations and at the same time is the object 
of His revelations. 

At first this faith generated by sentiment 
is but dimly conscious, but it gradually 
grows into complete consciousness under 
the influence of religion. 
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In the gradual evolution of this sentiment 
a special fact must be noticed: it does not 
develop itself as something isolated and soli- 
tary, but in close conjunction with vital phe- 
nomena, absorbing and transforming them 
in its peculiar way, elevating them above 
their natural conditions and raising them to 
the supernatural order. | 

This is the reason, according to the doc- 
trine of Modernists, why we find so many 
miraculous events and supernatural effects 
in the history of the Church and in the Holy 
Bible. 

All these miraculous incidents, scientifi- 
cally considered, have no importance or 
value, because they are the object neither 
of natural science nor of history, being 
called forth and intrinsically modified by 
faith and sentiment. 

From a religious and sentimental point of 
view they have great value because they 
satisfy the exigencies of our desire for the 
divine. Hence, Modernists teach that if we 
intend to give a scientific form to the his- 
tory of the Church we must eliminate from 
it (and from the Bible) all miracles and 
supernatural events, because they cannot 
be regarded as scientific objects. 
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Modernists attribute scientific value only 
to those facts of history and religion which 
appear to be entirely natural and which do 
not transcend our understanding. Thus, as 
far as religious facts are not, as they say, 
distorted by religious sentiment, they are 
scientific. 
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Refutation. 


L ET us examine in the first place the sen- 

timent called by Modernists “the need 
of the divine.” An analysis of our senti- 
ments undoubtedly reveals the existence of 
the sentiment in question, especially under 
the stress of certain circumstances. But 
Modernists are wrong in identifying it with 
divine revelation and making it the root of 
faith and religion. 

This sentiment is not a supernatural reve- 
lation, but only the manifestation of natu- 
ral law. Human reason naturally possesses 
in itself a certain rule or judgment showing 
to man the moral value of certain actions, 
and this is what we call conscience. ‘The 
sentiments respond to the moral dictates of 
reason and are influenced by them. Hence, 
a man enlightened by the innate moral rule 
is capable of distinguishing between good 
and bad, and, by his sentiments, is at- 
tracted towards good actions and repelled 
by bad actions. 

This is moral conscience and the concom- 
itant sentiment is the sentiment of morality; 
it is less energetic in a man morally de- 
praved. We may call this sentiment the 
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need of God as the Supreme Justice and the 
Supreme Moral Beauty; but we cannot con- 
found it with God’s supernatural revelation 
and the beginning of religion and faith. 
Assuming that this sentiment, as Mod- 
ernists want it, is identical with supernatu- 
ral revelation, we would fall into a flagrant 
contradiction; viz., that all religions, not 
only Christianity, but also paganism, are su- 
pernaturally revealed, for not only Chris- 
tians but also pagans possess the sentiment 
of “the need of the divine,’ it being born 
with every man. Furthermore, it would fol- 
low that since the same God reveals Himself 
in all Christian and pagan religions by 
means of this inner sentiment, He ought to 
reveal the same religious truths to all. But 
considering that not only Christianity is en- 
tirely opposed to paganism in its teaching, 
but that even the different Christian denom- 
inations are very much opposed to each 
other concerning their doctrine, it follows 
that God contradicts Himself—which is evi- 
dently preposterous and blasphemous. | 
Therefore, the doctrine of Modernists, 

identifying the sentiment of “the need of the 
divine” with supernatural revelation, is evi- 
dently wrong and can neither be accepted 
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by the Catholic Church nor by any other 
Christian denomination; even the Israelitic 
religion of Moses would repudiate it. 

Consequently, neither supernatural reve- 
lation nor religion in general can have its 
origin in the sentiment called “the need of 
the divine.” Being the manifestation of 
moral conscience in man, it may, indeed, en- 
courage the development of the ethical part 
of religion, but it cannot give birth to relig- 
ious truth. Thus, the much-vaunted theory 
of the Modernists about the need of the di- 
vine or the vital immanence of God goes 
no further than to prove the existence of 
natural law in human minds and hearts. 

Progressing upon the same lines that re- 
ligion springs from a sentiment, they push 
their doctrine further and inform us that the 
history of the Church and the Holy Bible, 
in a great many cases, are transfigured by 
this Picton: sentiment. ‘To have a claim 
to scientific authority, they must be pruned 
considerably and purged of all supernatural 
elements and religious excrescences. 

To exclude from Church history and the 
Bible everything that does not square with 
our knowledge of the powers of nature 
would be an anti-religious and anti-scien- 
tific proceeding. 
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In the first place, it would be anti-scien- 
tific: Modernists have to admit that men 
judge everything according to the degree 
of intellectual development attained at the 
time in which they live. Many things which — 
we consider to-day as natural would have 
been thought unnatural and impossible by 
everybody three hundred years ago. The 
same happens to us; we know that human 
science will not stagnate, but that, on the 
contrary, it will make continuous progress; 
and what we proclaim to-day to be impos- 
sible may, two or three hundred years hence, 
be considered an easy achievement. It is, 
therefore, very improper and unscientific to 
use the standard of human intelligence of 
to-day as an infallible criterion to pass sen- 
tence upon what is possible or impossible in 
Church history and in the Bible. 

Such a method, adopted not only in 
Church history but also in the natural sci- 
ences, would be very imprudent, because we 
cannot consider the human intelligence of 
to-day as an invariable test. No science, 
would recognize such a principle, because 
it would prove an enormous obstacle to its 
future development. The theory of Mod- 
ernists, therefore, exacting the elimination 
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of all that seems impossible from Church 
history and the Bible, in the first place, 1s 
not scientific; moreover, it is anti-religious 
and full of contradictions in itself. 

In the Holy Bible and in the history of 
the Church we find different facts which 
surpass human intelligence not only of the 
present time, but of all times; nevertheless, 
human reason can prove that they involve 
no inherent contradiction which would 
make them absolutely impossible. But as 
natural forces are insufficient, they must 
have been performed by the help of super- 
natural agents. 

Modernists, in their theory regarding 
transfigured facts, implicate themselves in 
a glaring contradiction. On the one hand, 
they teach us that the sentiment of “the 
need of the divine” is a supernatural revela- 
tion, and on the other hand, they affirm that 
by this sentiment many facts of the Holy 
Bible and of Church history have been dis- 
torted and transfigured. But how could 
God, revealing Himself through this senti- 
ment, co-operate to corrupt and distort, and, 
in general, to mar historical facts, stripping 
them of their scientific accuracy? Does it 
not necessarily follow that God’s supernatu- 
ral revelation, instead of enlightening hu- 
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man intelligence and imparting superior 
knowledge to man, falsifies his ideas and 
troubles the sources of his natural cogni- 
tions, depriving Church history and the 
Bible of their scientific character? ‘There- 
fore, the Modernists’ doctrine is anti-re- 
ligious and contradictory. 

Historical criticism does not by any 
means require the elimination of facts which 
seem impossible to us, but it calls for a thor- 
ough examination of the documents in 
which they are related, meanwhile not 1m- 
pugning their veracity but abiding the re- 
sult of the inquiry. Its function is not to 
decry any fact as impossible off-hand and 
on general principles, but to examine the 
sources by which it has been transmitted 
to posterity. Its office is to subject the 
trustworthiness of the witnesses, testifying 
about extraordinary facts, to a severe test; 
to establish whether we have to do with the 
testimony of eye-witnesses or only of such 
as depose from hearsay; whether the ac- 
counts are contemporary to the events or — 
have only been gathered after the lapse of 
time from memory; whether the character 
of the witnesses is irreproachable and their 
judgment reliable. After that it is the privi- 
lege of the Church to determine whether 
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the facts were natural or supernatural and 
whether the authors were inspired (in the 
question of the Holy Bible). Hence, it is 
only prejudice to cancel beforehand and on 
account of preconceived ideas, historical or 
Biblical facts, because historical criticism 
does not in the least require such a pro- 
ceeding, but investigates impartially any 
fact brought before its tribunal. The Mod- 
ernists’ doctrine, trying to prove that senti- 
ment is the beginning and the foundation 
of faith, is philosophically wrong. It is rea- 
son and not sentiment that inclines man to- 
ward religion. God first enters into our con- 
sciousness in the light of the principle of 
causality, but not in the dim shadow of a 
vague and obscure sentiment. The beauty, 
harmony and unity of the phenomena of the 
universe testify to the existence of God as 
the cause of this wonderful order. It is, 
then, by His awful majesty as Supreme Tus- 
tice that God impresses our conscience and 
stirs our feelings. 

Hence, religious truths are not the ob- 
jects of feeling, but of reason; because every 
truth, whether religious, mathematic or his- 
toric, being a judgment, is the outcome of 
a process of reasoning and not the object 
of feeling. 


CHAPTER III. 


Relation Between Science and Faith. The 
Sacraments. 


ODERNISTS hold that science and 
BitiMadifter entirely one, tron 
other, the former concerning itself with phe- 
nomena appealing to our senses; the latter 
with the product of a sentiment. To faith 
they assign the reality of the divinity which 
many experience in their hearts, and such 
phenomena as are closely associated with 
this inner experience. ‘The latter are mostly 
disfigured by faith, and for this reason can 
no more belong to science. 

From a scientific point of view, Modern- 
ists aver that these phenomena are errone- 
ous, being disfigured; but for the believer 
and his religious needs they have a practical 
value. Notwithstanding the fact that ac- 
cording to Modernists the fields of science 
and faith are entirely distinct, faith is made 
subject to science in different points; be- 
cause in every religious fact, outside of the 
divine reality and its experience by sentt- 
ment, which elude the grasp of science, there 
are certain religious formulas belonging to 
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the sphere of phenomena and therefore fall- 
ing under the control of science. 

Besides, every believer, living in the world 
of phenomena which comes under our obser- 
vation, ought to submit to the control of 
science in everything that pertains to phe- 
nomena. At last, Divinity, revealing itself 
in human sentiment, expresses itself in the 
intellect of man in the form of an idea. 
Science claims this idea as its right, in order 
to preside over its evolution, to purify it 
from extraneous and coarse elements and to 
give it a proper setting. 

In general, Modernists claim, faith should 
not clash with the scientific theories ac- 
cepted at the time; and if any opposition 
arises, faith ought to yield to science and 
acknowledge its primacy. 

Now a Modernist harmonizes his scien- 
tific ideas with his religion in this way: as 
a philosopher he does not believe in those 
religious facts for which science cannot ac- 
count, but as a theologian he preaches them 
from the pulpit, considering them as religi- 
ous symbols. In the same way he looks 
upon dogmas as the symbolical representa- 
tions of the object of faith and as the in- 
struments of a more perfect cognition of 
God and an intimate union with Him. 
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Regarding the Sacraments, Modernists 
teach that they are only symbols created 
ata later date. Yet our Lord is the author 
of the Sacraments in a metaphorical sense, 
inasmuch as He focused the conscious- 
ness of all Christians and so it contains as a 
germ the complete structure of external re- 
_ligion, unfolding and maturing under the 
influence of time. 

They are material signs having no other 
role than that of manifesting the inward re- 
ligion. ‘The inner feeling spontaneously 
blossoms out into such exterior, sensible 
manifestations. In time these manifesta- 
tions acquire a definite and universally ac- 
knowledged form, and so we can explain 
the formation of the Sacraments. In their 
turn they react upon the sentiment, from 
which they sprang, and intensify our faith. 
Moreover, they have a great efficacy in 
propagating religious feeling and _ faith 
among others. Here their efficacy and 
power end. 

Modernists admit the divine action upon 
the human soul, but they explain it either 
in a pantheistic or in a naturalistic sense, 
denying any other activity of God which is 
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not that of the first cause and the same in 
the entire universe. 

The Holy Bible, according to the princi- 
ples of Modernists, is a collection of religi- 
ous experiences. Faith, they say, consists 
in religious experiences developed under the 
impulse of sentiment. Among these ex- 
periences there are common ones such as 
happen to any man of ordinary character 
and average virtue. But then there are also 
unusual and striking experiences vouch- 
safed only to people of superior merit and 
sanctity, when the divinity reveals itself to 
them more intimately and in a more perfect 
manner. ‘This latter kind of experience is 
related in the Holy Bible, in the Books of 
the Old and New Testament. Reading about 
such experiences we revive them in our 
hearts under forms and shapes borrowed 
from the present time. ‘Thus, religious fer- 
vor is kindled and inflamed in our souls. 

The author, aglow with a vehement per- 
ception of the “need of the divine,” repro- 
duces in the Holy Bible the experiences of 
his ardent faith, and believers, when read- 
ing the Bible, renew in their hearts what 
moved and stirred ae soul of the inspired 
author. 
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The books of the Holy Bible, as Modern- 
ists confess, were written by men of great 
sanctity and virtue, who, feeling the genial 
warmth of a living faith penetrating their 
soul, were internally prompted and inspired 
to write down what they felt. This is the 
only inspiration acknowledged by Modern- 
ists. 

Furthermore, they maintain that many 
facts in the Holy Bible are transformed and 
disfigured by religious sentiment; of course, 
such facts have no scientific value. They 
teach that the Pentateuch and the first three 
Gospels were formed and developed gradu- 
ally by later commentaries, additions and 
interpolations, which transformed and aug- 
mented the original elements. Hence, the 
Holy Bible, according to Modernists, has 
its vital evolution corresponding to the evo- 
lution of faith. 

Criticizing the text of the Holy Bible, 
Modernists freely and independently deny 
its authenticity in many places. 
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Refutation. 


HE erroneous distinction which Mod- 

ernists make between science and faith 

is the natural consequence of their funda- 

mental principle that God is not the object 

of science and reason, but of a sentiment, 
nthe need oimthe divine.) 

As reasoning power and sentiment are 
two different things, Modernists conclude 
that science has a field of its own entirely 
separate from that of religious faith, be- 
cause religious faith is the object of senti- 
ment. 

We have already proved that God is the 
object of science; hence the Modernistic 
consequence, placing science and faith on 
entirely different grounds, must evidently 
be relinquished; nevertheless, we have to 
show by direct arguments that the Mod- 
ernistic distinction between science and 
faith is wrong. 

There is but one reason faculty in us. 
When we judge about anything, the act of 
judgment is performed by this power; when 
we reflect upon our ideas, the act of reflec- 
tion again proceeds from the same faculty; 
when we observe, for instance, physical phe- 
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nomena and by experimentation discover a 
physical law, this, too, is due to the same 
power; when analyzing the discovered law, 
we perceive that it has its source in God, and 
this likewise is an exercise of the same 
reason, disclosing the existence of God. 

When, further, judging from phenomena 
(seeing their beauty, unity, etc.) by mental 
speculation, we discover different attributes 
of God, the same reasoning power is active. 
The same reason, therefore, decides in sci- 
entific questions as well as in religious. 
When it arrives at a point where its own 
forces are insufficient to delve further into 
God’s truth, because data on which reason 
could base its speculations are wanting, then 
Divine revelation supplies this deficiency, 
giving new data which we should be unable 
to discover by our own efforts. 

But even in this case the faculty drawing 
its logical inferences from revealed prem- 
ises is the same reasoning power which 
forms all other scientific conclusions in 
physical, chemical or social sciences. 

These arguments clearly show the dif- 
ference between science and religion; that 
is to say, between secular and religious or 
theological sciences. 
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All sciences are dependent upon the same 
logic and the same reasoning power; we fol- 
low the same rigid process of thought in 
secular as in theological science. And since 
the theological sciences, treating of God, are 
more abstruse and of greater stability, the 
secular sciences should be willing and pre- 
pared to assist the theologian in his ardu- 
ous task by their splendid discoveries, espe- 
cially in physics and philology. 

But the services rendered by secular sci- 
ences can never entitle them to force their 
hypotheses upon theology and to tamper 
with the facts of revelation; for theological 
conclusions, deduced from revelation, with- 
out any doubt possess a higher degree of 
certainty than scientific hypotheses, which 
may be reversed by subsequent discoveries. 

Experience teaches us that theology is not 
opposed to genuine scientific truths; that is, 
to well-established principles, but that it 
may be opposed to doubtful hypotheses. 

When theological sciences expound Di- 
vine revelation, secular sciences must re- | 
member that their hypotheses, which seem 
to be opposed to revealed truth, are only 
human conjectures, opinions, guesswork; 
while, on the other hand, Divine revelation 
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is the work of the Author Himself, who 
certainly knows very perfectly the work 
of His hands. 

The only duty of science is to prove the 
possibility of revelation, and, with regard to 
the individual truths, to demonstrate the 
fact that they have actually been revealed. 
The latter task is greatly facilitated by the 
authority of the Church possessing the 
promise of God’s assistance. 

Modern scientists have broached different 
hypotheses opposed to the teaching of the 
Catholic Church. But there is no reason to 
accept these hypotheses as the dogmata of 
science. Modernists, dreading and fearing 
this opposition, went to such extreme meas- 
ures as to. deny the scientific value of the- 
ology and endeavored to safeguard the ex- 
istence of God against the assaults of sci- 
ence by removing Him to the unexplored 
_ region of sentiment. 

These extreme means are not necessary 
to prevent collisions between religion and 
hypotheses, which, evidently, are not sub- 
stantiated as scientific principles, but are 
only doubtful conjectures. 

It is strange how a rash hypothesis or a 
hasty conclusion of some reckless scientist 
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impresses and unsettles the mind of the 
man of average intelligence and superficial 
education. Not having leisure and knowl- 
edge to investigate a problem, he is influ- 
enced by the most contradictory solutions 
cropping forth every day. He admires all 
hypotheses, even absurdities, about which 
he hears or reads in the newspapers. When 
such people learn of some new discovery or 
some frivolous experiment, they are startled 
and: wonder. and’ clamor." lookvatweeaes 
where is the limit of the possibilities of sc1- 
ence? What will impede its progress? 
Where will it come to after two hundred 
years?” They are positive that science in 
the future will overthrow religion. 

It is not to be wondered at that ordinary 
men are intoxicated with such pseudo-hy- 
potheses or sensational experiments, when 
Modernists, among whom are, without any 
doubt, many specialists in science and pro- 
found thinkers, are so thoroughly bewil- 
dered by scientific novelties and fads. 

If we review the historic development of» 
the sciences, we notice that very many hy- 
potheses which formerly were famous, have 
dwindled away and become a memory of the 
past. So it happened to the celebrated hy- 
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pothesis of evolution. Not so many years 
ago it excited the entire scientific world 
(now it recruits its enthusiasts only from 
the unlearned classes); many thought it 
would entirely transform the world and 
abolish all religion. Evolutionists, enam- 
ored of their new theory and seeking the 
connecting links between the existing 
classes of beings, created an infinite num- 
ber of unknown plants and animals, to rep- 
resent the stages of transition; their fancy 
was very fertile in producing beasts more 
dreadful than apocalyptic dragons, which 
they intended to pass off as our ancestors. 

All this was done without sufficient scien- 
tific data and without a solid foundation; of 
course, they claimed that all their hypoth- 
eses were constructed by inductive methods 
based on comparisons of skeletons and relics 
of fossils. However, fancy and prejudice 
influenced their conclusions to the detri- 
ment of scientific accuracy. 

We do not deny that the theory of evo- 
lution has been instrumental in unearthing 
some very interesting and valuable facts. In 
the first place, Evolutionism has created 
comparative anatomy and comparative 
physiology, the greatest and the most im- 
portant branches in natural sciences. 
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These comparative sciences help natural- 
ists to systematize and classify the enor- 
mous world of vegetables and animals on 
the basis of their anatomical structure and 
the physiological development of their or- 
gans. They have done away with the old- 
fashioned and defective classification ac- 
cording to external properties. 

But neither comparative anatomy nor 
comparative physiology overthrows relig- 
ion; on the contrary, these sciences have 
only proved that God, when creating, fol- 
lowed the wisest method, bringing forth first 
the less developed beings and then, gradual- 
ly, those of more perfect structure, depend- 
ing upon very complicated physiological 
functions. 

Besides this, the theory of evolution cre- 
ated and fostered the science of micro-or- 
ganisms, one of the greatest discoveries in 
our time, fraught with the most important 
consequences for medical lore. 

Even the science of micro-organisms has 
not undermined religion; rather it dealt a 
severe blow to materialism, which, in its su- 
perficial way, beheld everywhere only atoms 
and matter. When asked to explain the 
meaning of law, materialism was complete- 


Science and Faith. A3 


ly puzzled and knew no other answer but 
that it was a certain uniform proceeding in 
the phenomena of nature. In the first part 
of this treatise we have abundantly refuted 
this definition and proved that it is only a 
vague subterfuge to evade the necessity of 
admitting the existence of God. Yet they 
impose it upon the world as an infallible 
dogma. 

These wonderful tiny organisms of such 
frail and delicate structure and yet with 
completely developed minute organs and 
multiple functions, bespeak the infinite wis- 
dom of the Maker and belie the crude theor- 
ies of Materialism. 

Scientists began to apply themselves to 
the study of the development of the differ- 
ent organs and sensitive faculties of animals, 
and in their researches came upon such im- 
portant laws as those of adaptation, degen- 
eration, reversion to type, correspondence 
with environment, and heredity. These prin- 
ciples have thrown new light on the natural 
as well as the social and pedagogical 
sciences. But they have in no way been dis- 
astrous to Divine revelation. Real science, 
soberly weighing the testimony of experi- 
ments and rightly following the laws of 
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thought, never clashes with Divine revela- 
tion nor interferes with religion. It is 
sham science, inspired by prejudice and out- 
speeding by its hasty conclusions the slow 
course of observation and experimentation, 
that always harps on the discord between 
science and religion. 

An honest scientist can never conscien- 
tiously say that he has positive and certain 
proofs against religion and Divine revela- 
tion. He will sooner or later detect a flaw 
in his reasoning or in his experiments. Bab- 
blers in science are the first to decry relig- 
ion; and those who have accomplished the 
least in scientific and painstaking research 
are the most daring in advancing material- 
istic and anti-religious theories. Contempt 
for religion seems an easier road to fame 
than laborious study. And so, while sneer- 
ing at the dogmas of religion, they dogma- 
tize on all matters in a most uncritical and 
overbearing manner and demand that every- 
body shall accept their materialistic dog- 
mata. They will not tolerate that anybody 
speak of a human soul or the substantial 
form of a living organism; but brand this as 
medieval superstition. Nor will they admit 
of anything but brute matter and raw ma- 
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terialism. Any other but the materialistic 
interpretation of the universe is rejected @ 
priorz, without even a glance at its merits 
or proofs. 

Modernists, intimidated by such bold as- 
sertions and the formidable array of pop- 
ular hypotheses, anticipated a new conflict 
between science and religion. To forestall 
this dreaded event and to prevent its fatal 
consequence, they placed God and religion 
outside the pale of science, thinking to se- 
cure a healthy and undisturbed development 
of both religion and science by this divorce. 
However, such precautions were superflu- 
ous, because there really existed no conflict 
between both. 

It is worthy of note that great scientists, 
celebrated specialists, or profound thinkers 
never assail religion; they are either thor- 
oughly religious or else indifferent toward 
religion and very tolerant. 

The fiercest enemies of religion come from 
the ranks of those whose mental equipment 
is of a low order, lacking especially original- 
ity and penetration. They readily espouse 
the cause of atheism and propagate its ten- 
ets, seeking by their extravagant radicalism 
the admiration which they cannot gain by 
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their scientific achievements. ‘There is no 
reason why religion should bow to such a 
pseudo-science. From honest discoveries 
and unbiased science it has nothing to fear; 
for every new step in the realm of nature 
brings us face to face with hitherto unknown 
samples of order and design, and every new- 
ly-discovered sun and lichen and crystal 
hymn the glory of the Creator. 

Inspired by the same wunwarrantable 
anxiety in presence of the daring conclu- 
sions of social sciences, Modernists advocat- 
ed some unfeasible reform in matters con- 
cerning the dogmas of the Church and its 
magisterial authority, going to the length 
of surrendering the final appeal and decision 
in matters pertaining to faith, the Sacra- 
ments, and the administration of the 
Church, to public opinion. 

We will consider these subjects later, be- 
stowing special attention on the social con- 
ditions of to-day, but, before doing this, let 
us examine the Modernistic teaching about 
the Sacraments, grace, and the Bible. 

Regarding Modernists’ principles refer- 
ring to dogmata, we will criticize them in a 
separate chapter when. talking about the 
Church. 
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The Sacraments, according to Modern- 
ists, are merely symbols externally mani- 
festing religion and arousing religious feel- 
ings; they communicate religious experi- 
ences to the believer. 

The efficacy of the Sacraments as instru- 
ments (instituted by our Lord) of divine, 
supernatural grace is sufficiently proved in 
theological tracts, and we need not go over 
this ground, because it is unknown to our 
adversaries. The propositions and innova- 
tions suggested by them concerning these 
points are incompatible with the very na- 
ture and mission of the Church. 

If the Sacraments are only symbols com- 
municating religious experiences and elicit- 
ing in human hearts strong religious feel- 
ings, if they are not true instruments or 
means of supernatural grace, they are noth- 
ing at all. If it were only for the symbolic 
ceremonies, we could invent them our- 
selves. ‘There are signs and symbols of a 
far more impressive character than the ex- 
ternal rites used in the administration of the 
Sacraments; for instance, religious operas; 
they would represent religious facts and 
ideas so forcibly that the public would be 
moved to tears. 
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If, therefore, the Sacraments are mere 
symbols kindling religious emotions, it fol- 
lows that we do not need the Church at all, 
and that we do not need the Lord’s death 
on the cross; but we would only need re- 
ligious opera-houses where the different re- 
ligious facts could be enacted on the stage. 
Why do Modernists not state frankly and 
consistently the drift of their secret desires? 
The undercurrent of all their speculations 
strongly makes for the abolition of ecclesi- 
astical authority and for the banishment of 
God from all scientific and moral considera- 
tions. All dogmatic elements would be dis- 
carded; feeling and fancy would run riot; 
the Gospels would be abandoned; the 
Church would be a superfluity, the hier- 
archical order absolutely useless; the only 
proper form of worship and religious serv- 
ice would be the Biblical opera with sensa- 
tional stage effects and insinuating music, 
rousing religious sentiment to their high- 
est pitch and thus supplying all rites and 
ceremonies. Prayer would be discredited; 
its very soul would evaporate; for how can 
we pray to a God of whose existence we can 
have no assurance, but.in whom we believe 
in a vague, obscure way, whose shadowy 
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form is faintly outlined on the misty, ever- 
shifting background of a fickle sentiment? 
These are the consequences to which the 
principles of Modernism would lead us. No 
church organization, pretending to be a 
vehicle of divine grace, can stand with these 
principles. ‘he Church would give up her 
mission as organ and channel of divine 
grace and destroy herself, were she to ad- 
mit the Modernistic interpretation of the 
Sacraments. 

The Catholic doctrine of the Sacraments 
as efficacious means and instruments of 
grace, instituted by our Lord, is proved at 
large in theological treatises by historical 
and Biblical arguments. ‘To these we can 
add an argument drawn from experience. 
Any number of pious Christians will testi- 
fy to the wonderful effects wrought by di- 
vine grace in their souls. We could almost 
call this experimental evidence of the effi- 
cacy of the Sacraments, for in many in- 
stances the workings of grace become so ap- 
parent that only rank prejudice can disre- 
gard them. 

As Modernists confound grace with the 
general action of God on all things cre- 
ated, the Church, as a medium of grace, 
from this standpoint, would also be useless. 
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For this general co-operation with second 
causes proceeds immediately from God and 
is necessary to all things alike; it is equally 
provided for all creative activity, that of 
material agents as well as living forces, in 
the ordinary course of Providence. It is 
an abuse of the term, to call grace this in- 
dispensable impetus which the first cause 
imparts to all beings. Again we see the 
utter absurdity of the vagaries of Modern- 
ism, forging even the adopted sense of 
words. In their language we would say 
that the stone receives grace to fall and the 
rose grace to grow and bloom. 

Modernists admit that our Lord is the au- 
thor of the Sacraments in a certain analog- 
ical sense; although they are of later date, 
because His consciousness reflected the de- 
velopment of Christian experiences and also 
the growth of the external forms of relig- 
ious worship of all times. 

We have strong evidence in the Holy 
Bible, history and tradition that our Lord 
is actually the author of the Sacraments; 
the Bible quotes His words by which He es- 
tablished them. 

This evidence is so overwhelming that 
even non-Catholics cling to those Sacra- 
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ments at least, as coming from our Lord, 
which are mentioned in the Bible. The 
Modernistic notion of the Sacraments has 
never obtained in the Catholic Church; it is 
subversive of our most elementary notions 
of the powers of the priesthood and of the 
very essence of the Church. If it has any 
meaning at all, it is that which was con- 
demned by the Council at Trent: “If any 
one say that these Sacraments are instituted 
solely to foster the faith, let him be 
anathema.” 

According to the teaching of Modernists, 
the Holy Bible records the experiences of 
saintly men. ‘Their sentiments were stirred 
in their very depths, the need of the divine 
assumed extraordinary dimensions; they 
felt the breath of the presence of God with- 
in them and their very souls were aflame 
with religious enthusiasm. ‘These interior 
emotions they described in the Bible. And 
as it was God who had inspired them, we 
call the Bible the word of God. ‘The same 
holds good of tradition. 

The falsity of this doctrine was sufficient- 
ly shown when we proved that the senti- 
ment which Modernists regard as the source 
of divine inspiration is only the manifesta- 
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tion of conscience in man. It is the echo 
of the natural moral law, resounding in our 
breasts; but it has nothing to do with su- 
pernatural inspiration and revelation. 
Divine inspiration, being the transmis- 
sion of a truth by God to the inspired writer, 
requires the exercise of the intellectual fac- 
ulties; it does in no way address itself to 
sentiment or emotion. ‘The sentiments are 
unable to grasp truth. They are impressed 
by sensible things. ‘They cannot be the 
channels to convey supernatural ideas to 
men. If our emotions are aroused by cer- 
tain powerful ideas, it is only through the 
intellect. Also in what we call poetical in- 
spiration, the intellectual element predom- 
inates. A great idea flashes on the mind of 
the poet; in this the whole interest of the 
man is absorbed; his whole being is center- 
ed in it; his passions are called into play; 
his emotions are thrilled; every fiber tingles 
with animation; all his powers are elevated; 
life is at its highest tide. It is this complex, 
exalted state which we call poetical inspira- 
tion. But, though it encompasses the whole 
being, its source is in the idea, in the intel- 
lect. The idea touches the springs of the 
emotions and makes the heart flutter. The 
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idea brings light into the mind and warmth 
into the affections. Without ideas there is 
no inspiration; but ideas can only reach us 
through our intellectual faculties. The 
physiological concomitant proceeds in the 
same order. ‘The brain, presenting the crude 
materials to the mind, is wrought to a high 
degree of tension; its energy is greatly en- 
hanced; from the brain the impulse is con- 
veyed to the various nerve-centers and runs 
like an electric current through the whole 
nervous system. ‘lhe sentiment is but the 
shadow of the thought. Sentiment plays an 
important role in inspiration, but only inas- 
much as it mirrors an idea. 

If, therefore, the poet’s inspiration 
(which is only a natural action) does not 
proceed from sentiment, but from reason, 
how can the divine inspiration in the Holy 
Bible consist in God’s action upon  senti- 
ment? Hence, the Modernistic doctrine 
destroys the true idea of inspiration and de- 
grades it to some obscure commotion of the 
inferior faculties alike unworthy of God 
and of man. 

Another incongruity would result from 
the Modernistic interpretation of inspira- 
tion and revelation. The need of the divine 
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may attain to a high degree of intensity in 
a Christian as well as in a pagan; but it will 
manifest itself in very different ways in the 
two cases. But if this sentiment embodied 
an explicit revelation of God, God would be 
directly responsible for all the errors and 
the abominable practices of heathenism. 
There is no possibility of reconciling the 
Modernistic idea of revelation to any sane 
philosophy, let alone any form of Biblical 
religion, be it Catholicism, Protestantism, 
or Israelitic Mosaism. 

We have, when speaking of the sentiment 
of the need of the divine, enlarged upon 
the views of Modernists with regard to their 
so-called distorted and transfigured facts; 
at present it will suffice to recall the obser- 
vation we then made, that this point evi- 
dently involves a contradiction. 

Modernists, as we know, teach that all 
Biblical facts and the facts of Church his- 
tory which surpass natural powers are 
transfigured and distorted by religious sen- 
timent, and, consequently, these facts have 
lost all significance in the eyes of science. 
Yet it is through this very same sentiment 
that God reveals Himself to man. But how 
can God’s revelation alter truth and falsify 
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historical events, to such an extent that 
they are no longer recognized by science? 
This, indeed, would be a very bad service 
rendered by divine revelation. It would 
misdirect our efforts, puzzle our minds, and 
make uncertain what was certain. That is 
not a help to human reason but an obstacle 
put in the way of truth. It would mean that 
to reach the naked and sober truth about 
historical facts, the rubbish that had been 
heaped upon them by religious sentiment 
or divine revelation must again be cleared 
away. It would be silly to maintain even 
for a moment that such could be the effect 
of divine revelation. If there is a divine rev- 
elation, it divulges truth and not error; it 
gives a bolder relief to natural facts, but 
does not rack them out of their proper 
shape and normal proportions; it communi- 
cates historical data, but does not spread 
fables. There remains no alternative but 
to deny the existence of a divine revelation 
or to renounce the uncritical doctrine of 
transfigured and distorted facts in the Bible 
and Church history. Applying their de- 
structive theory to the Bible and sifting its 
books, Modernists do not hesitate to affirm 
that these books, and especially the Penta- 
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teuch and the first three Gospels, have 
evolved gradually from a primitive brief 
document by various accretions and inter- 
polations. | 

In the textual criticism of the Holy Bible 
they adopt the comparative method and 
make generous use of it. This method was 
used with great success by the celebrated 
Mommsen in reconstructing the text of Ro- 
man Law. 

Comparative philology, rapidly develop- 
ing from the time of Max Muller, furnished, 
without any doubt, ample and useful mate- 

rial to form a critical method of correcting 
and restoring historical texts by compari- 
son with contemporary documents; but this 
method, used so successfully in unearthing 
the text of the Roman Law, cannot be ad- 
mitted under the same conditions in criticiz- 
ing the text of the Bible. 

The comparative  philologico-historic 
method was adequate to the task of recon- 
structing the original text of the Roman 
Law, because in this case it had to deal only 
with the history of two peoples, the Romans 
and the Greeks, and with two closely-re- 
lated languages. But in the case of the 
Bible things are too much complicated to 


Science and Faith. 57 


admit of unraveling by comparative philol- 
ogy. Here there is question of numerous 
languages of the remotest antiquity, with 
which we are but little familiar; many na- 
tions are involved of whose history, lost in 
the mist of bygone ages, we have but inac- 
curate and confused notions. Under such 
unfavorable circumstances and with so lit- 
tle reliable knowledge, it would be unfair 
and rash to attempt a textual reconstruc- 
tion of the Bible according to the principles 
of comparative criticism. 

Modernists were too hasty in subjecting 
the text of the Bible to the crucible of a com- 
parative criticism, whose instruments were 
imperfect and whose results, therefore, will 
needs be erroneous. In fact, it is sad to be- 
hold how they have dismembered the Sacred 
Books, how they have rejected numerous 
texts as unauthentic and cast doubt on 
every passage. Only shreds of the batter- 
ed and shattered Bible they would leave us. 

The Catholic Church does not neglect 
philologico-historic discoveries that may 
help to fix the primitive text of the Holy 
Bible, which has passed through so many 
translations and transcriptions. It has al- 
ready appointed a special Commission for 
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this purpose, which will invite many scien- 
tists, famous historians, philologists, and 
theologians, not only Catholics but also 
Protestants, known in the Christian world 
as specialists in Scriptural study. This in- 
stitution, started under the auspices of Pope 
Pius X, promises to be one of the most im- 
portant works in the history of the Church. 
The task that lies before it is arduous, but 
noble and glorious. Its attitude toward the 
Bible will be one of prudent reserve and 
calm, cautious criticism, far removed from 
the unwholesome, overbearing, and precip- 
itate radicalism of the Modernists. The 
fact that it is under the tutelage of the 
Church and of responsible scientists, gives 
us this security. The extreme theories of 
the Modernists have wrought havoc in the 
Christian world and produced a state of 
mental fermentation, detrimental to clear 
insight and safe judgment. In their mis- 
euided efforts to shield the Bible from the 
imaginary attacks of science, they have sur- 
rendered it to its deadliest foes—Rational- 
ism and Scepticism. 


Carat, 


CHAPTER IV. 
The Church and Dogma. 


HE Church owes its birth, according to 
Modernists, to a double need; that of 

the individual and that of the mass. The 
individual believer feels in himself the im- 
pulse to communicate to others his religious 
experiences, especially if they are of a strik- 
ing and extraordinary character. Masses 
have a collective consciousness (the soul of 
masses). When a common faith pervades 
them, they are prompted to manifest out- 
~wardly the conformity of their religious 
views. In order to safeguard their religious 
interests, to interchange their inner experi- 
ences among themselves and to carry out 
the common religious ends in a more per- 
fect way, they coalesce and form a society. 
To procure unity of aim and harmony in 
the means adopted for its realization, there 
must bea government. Without an author- 
ity to divide the work of the society, to di- 
rect the individual efforts and to subordi- 
nate them to the common good, there would 
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be no advantage in the united endeavor, but 
disorder, mutual hindrance, and, conse- 
quently defeat of the end desired. 

This is the reason why the Church as well 
as other secular societies require a govern- 
ment. 

Church government has disciplinary, doc- 
trinal and liturgical authority. ‘This triple 
authority emanates from the religious so- 
ciety. The collective conscience of the mass- 
es confers secular jurisdiction and author- | 
ity on civil officers and magistrates, and 
likewise it bestows spiritual power on the 
ecclesiastical superiors. In the Middle 
Ages the opinion prevailed that the author- 
ity of the Church was directly derived from 
God. This idea has been supplanted by that 
of vital emanation, which makes authority 
spring, organically, from society itself. It 
should not become untrue to its origin, but 
adapt itself to the conditions of the time 
and the progressive needs of society. It 
must shape itself to modern patterns of gov- 
ernment. Law and dogma should be in con- 
formity with popular wants. The exercise 
of power must not be tyrannical, but should 
give free scope to social evolution; it must 
not thwart the onward movement of spon- 
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taneous religious development. A misun- 
derstanding of the nature of ecclesiastic au- 
thority and an abuse thereof will result in 
terrible disaster to the Church and to relig- 
ion. For the sense of liberty has reached 
such dimensions that it will not brook un- 
due and illegitimate restraint. Only a re- 
form of the actual governmental system of 
the Church can prevent terrible intestine 
conflicts. 

Dogmas also are explained by the senti- 
ment of the need of the divine. Man bod- 
ies forth his religious thought in certain 
formulas. By reflection and in correspon- 
dence with environment they are more and 
more elaborated. Finally they receive the 
sanction of the Church and thus are ele- 
vated to the rank of dogma. As the inner re- 
ligious needs fluctuate and the external cir- 
cumstances change, new concepts are 
evolved, new clusters of formulas collect, 
and new dogmas are authorized by the 
Church. 

Theological speculations differ from dog- 
ma, as they do not proceed from religious 
consciousness but from the intellectual fac- 
ulties. They help to harmonize religion and 
science and prepare matter for future 
dogmas. 
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Refutation. 


M ODERNISTS explain the beginning 

of the Church by the sentiment of 
“the need of the divine,’ which prompts a 
mutual communication of religious experi- 
ences. Religious worship, therefore, ac- 
cording to them, is only a means of commu- 
nicating religious experience; hence, in the 
first place, they do not acknowledge that one 
of the principal reasons for the existence of 
the Church is public worship, which is not 
the need of sentiment but a duty of rational 
creatures toward their Creator. 

Public worship can only exist within 
church-organization and as the former is 
one of man’s essential duties, the existence 
of the Church becomes necessary; other- 
wise, a man could not fulfil this principal 
duty. Hence the existence of the Church is 
not based on the sentimental need of relig- 
ious intercourse, but on the most important 
duty of man toward God. 

Christians do not betake themselves to 
church to stimulate sentiment; that may be 
a reason to resort to the theatre and assist 
at a drama, because human sentiment re- 
quires at times an artificial stimulant to 
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quicken the emotions, to invigorate the feel- 
ings, and to tone the finer chords of the ner- 
vous system. But the question of the origin 
of the Church belongs to a different sphere. 
Public worship is a solemn and well-defined 
duty, and the Church which enables us to 
perform this duty is based on this very obli- 
gation and is established by God. 

On this point the doctrine of Modernists 
is contrary not only to the teaching of the 
Catholic Church, but also to that of all other 
Christian denominations; for no church can 
allow itself to be degraded to the level of a 
theatre, administering to the emotional 
wants of our being. This is precisely the 
doctrine of Rationalistic-Positivism and re- 
ligious scepticism, granting the Church the 
right to exist as a means of emotional grat- 
ification, but not acknowledging its inalien- 
able right and charter, which it has from 
God. 

It more and more appears that the entire 
doctrine of Modernists is based on some few 
fundamental principles, and especially on 
the principle that God and faith have noth- 
ing to do with reason and science, but rest 
only on sentiment. It is the generative prin- 
ciple, the red thread running through all 
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their speculations; the warp and woot of 
their system. 

The dependence of ecclesiastical author- 
ity upon the public in framing new laws and 
establishing new dogmas would be baleful 
to both the Church and the public and would 
frustrate the mission of the Church. De- 
pendent upon the public, it would be con- 
trolled by the most influential party and 
very often become the slave of two or three 
men who generally shape public opinion and 
actually rule society. ‘The Church could not 
effectually correct errors in the field of mor- 
ality, but would be compelled to bow to the 
public and indulge its errors; hence it would 
be seriously hampered in carrying out the 
divine mission for which it was created by 
God. 

The divine origin of the Church may be 
gleaned from strong arguments, minutely 
exposed in theological treatises; but as these 
positive proofs have no great weight with 
the Modernists, we call their attention to the - 
terrible consequences resulting from their 
doctrine. 

From the history of scientific and social 
development we perceive that the public 
is continually turning from one system to 
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another, and that it is swayed by every 
breath of pseudo-scientists. Enthusiastical- 
ly it embraces to-day that which it con- 
demned yesterday. Considering this fickle- 
ness and lack of maturity, can we sincerely 
wish to subject the Church to wavering pub- 
lic opinion and make dogma dependent upon 
the whims and fancies of the public mind? 

The public is not competent to judge 
about dogmas, especially in regard to those 
truths which surpass human reason, be- 
cause God did not promise His assistance to 
the laity but to the magisterial authority of 
the Church. 

In so far as disciplinary laws are concern- 
ed, the Church changes them according to 
changing conditions and adapts them to the 
peculiar needs of the time, always endeavor- 
ing to promote public welfare by proper and 
reasonable means. Hence, disciplinary laws 
are not stationary; when they are outgrown 
by social evolution they become obsolete or 
are formally abrogated. It is true, the 
Church is slow to abolish her old laws and 
loath to part with them. But without this 
tenacious conservatism of the Church, the 
very groundwork of society would have long 
been swept away by the mad rush of reform. 
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The Church carefully observes the develop- 
ment of things and patiently abides her 
time. She has never been known to insist 
on the application of a law that had become 
detrimental. 

But, whereas disciplinary and liturgical 
laws are subject to change, dogma is im- 
mutable. .’[ruth is constant; it outlives all 
times and is affected by no progress of man- 
kind. And dogma is the infallible expres- 
sion of truth and partakes of its stability. 
Nor is it in any way to court public applause, 
for the faithful have not been entrusted with 
the power of teaching or judging in matters 
of revealed truth. 

The definition of a new dogma does not 
mean the discovery of a hitherto unknown 
truth. It is not a complete and unprece- 
dented novelty nor a departure from the old 
teaching. It has its hold upon the past and 
many points where it is connected with tra- 
dition and history. It has long loomed on 
the intellectual horizon, growing more and 
more distinct. It has always been implic- . 
itly contained in the Bible and in tradition. 
The new definition brings-it out clearly, 
states it in explicit terms, and makes its uni- 
versal acceptance obligatory. The defini- 
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tion does not create that which was not, but 
shapes what had been formless. The Church 
is infallible also as regards the opportune 
moment for defining a new dogma. It pro- 
mulgates the new definition when the needs 
of the faithful call for it. The occasion of 
the declaration may be the appearance of 
some heresy, a heated controversy over a 
doubtful point, or some other reason making 
a clear, precise, and authoritative statement 
of the truth desirable. It is not by popular 
vote that a new dogma is defined, nor upon 
the suggestion of the faithful. The Church, 
directed by the Divine Spirit, seizes the right 
moment and needs no earthly power to ad- 
monish her of her duty. Thus the dogmas 
of the Church are neither a matter of feel- 
ing, nor of Modernistic sentiment, nor of 
popular preference; they are truths, and, be- 
ing truths, they are the objects of reason, 
and do not depend upon public sentiment. 
In framing laws, either disciplinary or li- 
turgical, or establishing new dogmas, the 
Church, without any doubt, pays attention 
to the faithful, but not in the sense of Mod- 
ernistic doctrine; that means that the 
Church provides everything that is conduc- 
ive to the spiritual weal of its subjects and 
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as much as possible also promotes their tem- 
poral interests. But it cannot comply with 
all the demands of reform. What seems good 
to some may be prejudicial to the commu- 
nity. The Church must take a broad stand 
and never lose sight of the common good. 
Party interest finds no grace in the eyes of 
the Church. It never sacrifices the sacred 
interests of its children to popular applause 
or to the egoistical policy of the few. 

The opinion of different scholars, either 
secular or theological, may prepare the way 
for the definition of a new dogma, but no 
scholars, whatever their erudition may be, 
can ever extort a definition from the Church. 
In this she is supreme. She alone has the 
promise of the assistance of the Holy Ghost; 
but no scientist or theologian can claim such 
an enlightenment or supernatural guidance 
for himself. This does not exclude a certain 
limited co-operation of the learned in the 
definition of dogma, especially in the prelim- 
inary steps. Asa matter of fact, the Church 
never establishes a dogma without a very 
long, careful, and profound examination of 
the question, taking into account not only 
the Bible, tradition, history, and the Fathers, 
but also the reasons given by theologians 
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and scientists. In short, the Church utilizes 
all means which human reason may offer to 
throw light on the question, but all these 
things are not sufficient where the truth 
which has to be determined surpasses hu- 
manreason. Hence the Church needs, other 
than these means, the special help of God. 
Dogmas, therefore, cannot depend upon 
public opinion, because they are an essential 
prerogative of the Church; and for this rea- 
son they must be unchangeable likewise. 
Modernists teach that the Church, by es- 
tablishing unchangeable dogmas, puts ob- 
stacles in its way for future development. 
This is evidently wrong. Every science 
possesses a certain number of sure and 
stable principles without which it would 
not be a real science; therefore, how much 
more necessary is it for the Church, which 
claims to possess the science that guides 
man in the most important matters, to have 
certain stable principles. The stable and cer- 
tain principles in religion are unchangeable 
dogmas, natural and divine laws. The con- 
servative element of the Church with its 
criticism of everything new produces very 
salutary effects upon society, because so- 
ciety, if not curbed in its desire for innova- 
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tions and offset by the Church’s veneration 
for the traditional, would be completely 
wrecked. 

The conservative element, not only in the 
Church but also in secular societies, is neces- 
sary as a centripetal force, progress being 
compared to a centrifugal force. We do not 
deny that progress is a necessary condition 
in society, but we desire to call attention to 
the fact that progress without conservatism 
results in radicalism and anarchy, uprooting 
everything that has proved to be useful and 
good and replacing it by reforms that have 
not stood the test of time. ‘Therefore, the 
dogmas of the Church cannot be changeable, 
any more than the scientific principles form- 
ing the framework of a science can be 
changeable. 

Some Christian denominations frowned 
on the Catholic doctrine regarding dogmas 
and submitted their creed to individual ap- 
proval; experience has taught them to what 
sad consequences this measure leads. Their 
doctrine is in a state of continual fermenta- 
tion; every minister teaches his own views 
on the most important questions, and the 
public itself does not know what to believe. 
Dogmas and, in general, the government of 
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the Church, being entirely dependent upon 
the public in many Christian denominations, 
lose their authority in the family and in so- 
ciety. 

The Rev. Dr. Newman Smith, pastor of 
the First Congregational Church, in his 
beautiful and profound sermon, says among 
other things :* 


For one thing Protestantism has lost the old author- 
ity of the Church. It has lost it in its own families. 
Romanism has authority in the family from birth 
to death; from baptism to extreme unction. Prot- 
estantism has lost the voice of authority also in the 
State; our churches as churches are not accounted 
to be political powers. More than this, Protestant- 
ism has organized or rather, as it is, disorganized 
thought. It is not merely that worldliness is coming 
in but much religion is withdrawing itself from our 
churches. Protestantism has lost power to give to 
the people a good religious education. With all this, 
Protestantism has utterly lost the unity of the church. 
T am not speaking of the causes for this, but I am 
facing the facts. 


The writer just quoted does not give the 
different causes which have produced the 
consequences he mentions; but he certainly 
understands them very well. We think that, 
among them, one of the most important is 


*N. VY. Evening Post, 28 December, 1907. 
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the submission of religious dogmas and 
Church laws to the public, who, in many 
Christian denominations, may freely criti- 
cize, change and abolish them, and create 
new dogmas and laws; under such condi- 
tions the Church depends entirely upon the 
public and possesses neither unity nor sta- 
bility of doctrines; its ministers have to 
teach that which is applauded by the public; 
they dare not correct errors and abuses be- 
cause this might make them liable to dis- 
charge. This is the reason why many Chris- 
tian non-Catholic thinkers have been trying 
during the last decade to bring about unity 
in the teaching of the different non-Catholic 
denominations and to introduce a kind of ec- 
clesiastical hierarchy among them. 

Modernists, advocating the ratification of 
dogmas by public opinion, favor a practice 
which is condemned by the more profound 
Protestants who perceive the terrible conse- 
quences of such a policy. 

That Modernists could in good faith make 
such a suggestion can only be understood 
when we remember that for the most part 
they are men of theory and not of practice; 
they are professors of different institutions 
and publishers of various periodicals, but 
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they have not enough experience in pastoral 
work. If they were pastors, and saw how 
things work, they would know the confusion 
into which not only the entire Catholic 
Church, but even a single parish would be 
thrown, if the dogmatic doctrine and, in gen- 
eral, the administration of the Church were 
dependent upon the public and not upon the 
ecclesiastical superiors. 

If we take the members of a Christian 
community, we find that the majority are 
men of good disposition, who do not inter- 
fere very much with the ecclesiastical affairs 
of the parish; besides this class of people, 
there are some highly educated and without 
moral defects. Then we have the third ele- 
ment composed of individuals who are most- 
ly without moral principle and religious 
foundation. They generally try to make a 
business of everything, not excepting re- 
ligion and morality, and, being very often 
energetic and impressive, they actually form 
public opinion. The majority, who are men 
of peace, readily fall in with the opinion of 
these few persons, or those who do not go so 
far, in order to avoid collisions, are general- 
ly silent and let things take their own 
course. The better element keeps aloof from 
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the trouble-makers, and thus they have the 
road clear for their game. Hence, if the doc- 
trinal and administrative authority of the 
Church were in the hands of the public, the 
parish would practically be surrendered to a 
few doubtful individuals, who would seek 
their own advantage and turn the usurped 
power to their personal use and to the detri- 
ment of the community and the interests of 
religion. 

What would happen to a single parish 
would happen to the entire Catholic Church; 
it would be ruled by political tyrants and 
demagogues who would try to satisfy their 
own ambition and greed, making the Church 
their servant in order to realize the more 
easily their materialistic aims. All the cor- 
rupt methods of modern politics would be 
introduced into the Church of God. She 
would be handicapped in her holy mis- 
sion, and, instead of being an instrument of 
God for the salvation of souls, she would be- 
come a tool of men for the accomplishment 
of their selfish purposes. 
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CHAPTER V. 
Relations Between Church and State. 


HE Church, as Modernists teach, has 
an entirely different end from the 
State. Formerly, the temporal was subor- 
dinate to the spiritual and hence the Church 
was dominant; but conditions have changed 
and the public no longer regards the Church 
as having been instituted immediately by 
God. Therefore, a Catholic, as citizen, is 
in no way responsible to the Church for his 
conduct and principles of action. 
Lastly, Modernists strongly insist that 
the Church should be entirely separate from 
the State. 
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Refutation. 


T HE theory of the separation of Church 

and State does not look so bad when 
the Government is liberal and impartial tow- 
ard religion, like the Government of the Uni- 
ted States. All religious denominations in 
the United States enjoy complete liberty, 
and the Government far from suppressing 
any religion, protects the interests of each as 
far as it is permitted to do so by the United 
States Constitution. But separation does 
not look like this in European countries; 
there separation means something entirely 
different; namely to separate the Church 
from the State would be to confiscate or ap- 
propriate all Church property; in such cir- 
cumstances generally, some members of the 
Government sell this property to their fam- 
ilies and alienate the proceeds instead of 
handing them over to the national treasury, 
as lately happened in France. Separation 
means the cessation of all salaries due to the 
Church for estates of which it had ben ar- 
bitrarily dispossessed. | 

Confiscation of Church property sounds 
agreeably to the ears of the Church’s ene- 
mies who, seemingly, are working for the 
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welfare of the country, whilst in reality they 
are only looking for their own profit. They 
always imagine that the Church possesses 
great wealth, unmindful of the fact that, af- 
ter the many spoliations which the Church 
has suffered, especially in some European 
countries, it has become so exhausted that 
in some places, as in France, it has not suff- 
cient means for its support, to effect which 
is exactly what the enemies of the Church 
conspire. 

Separation means the abolition of all relig- 
ious institutions, asylums, hospitals and 
schools; appropriation of all their funds and 
the elimination of religion and ethics from 
these establishments. No mention of God, 
after separation, is allowed in the schools, in 
the courts of justice, and, in short, in all pub- 
lic transactions and buildings. This Furo- 
pean separation of Church and State, there- 
fore, ought not to be confused with the 
American plan of separation. 

America is a liberal country; the officials 
of the Government do not favor absolutistic 
tendencies, they are men of integrity and be- 
lieve in fair play and a “square deal” for all; 
nor do they hanker after the public funds. 
The officials of many European countries 
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are of an entirely different character; they 
are impoverished and seek to enrich them- 
selves by fair means or foul, especially at the 
expense of the Church; they are accustomed 
to despotic measures and respect neither 
right nor property. 

Not only European public officials, but 
even European socialists, living in extreme 
poverty, show the lowest instincts toward 
the Church. Oppressed by the Government 
and subdued by armed force, they are ready 
to put dynamite under every one who has 
something to eat. American socialists are 
animated by a different spirit; they seek to 
ameliorate the condition of the wage-earner; 
for this purpose they organize the working 
classes so as to gain adequate representation 
in the legislative bodies. Thus they intend 
to secure legislation protective of the inter- 
ests of labor. These means are evidently 
lawful and have nothing in common with 
the bloody excesses of European anarchists. 

Hence, neither the leaders in American 
politics nor the poor people and socialists 
(not being pauperized and degraded as are © 
the corresponding classes in Europe) under- 
stand by the separation of the Church from 
the State the seizure of its property (which, 
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in America, is mostly in the name of private 
persons) and its enslaving by oppressive and 
restrictive laws. 

The divorce of Church and State in the 
United States of America, simply means a 
free church in a free country; the State does 
not shackle the Church by unfair laws. In 
Europe, separation would reduce the Church 
to extreme poverty and abject slavery. It 
would not remain a simple disunion, but 
would be synonymous with subjugation. 

The real possessors of church property in 
European countries legally are the Govern- 
ments, which, when separating the Church 
from the State, will, in the first place, retain 
the property of the Church on the plea that 
the social spirit of the day requires this. 
This is, however, a mere pretext invented to 
give a coloring of justice to this wholesale 
pillage; for only an infinitesimal portion of 
the proceeds netted from the sale of church 
property finds its way into the public treas- 
ury, and this only pro forma. 

The Government does not seize upon the 
enormous wealth of the different anti-social 
corporations, such as banking corporations, 
gambling corporations and trusts, but they 
start their social reform by the confiscation 


84 The Doctrine of Modernism Refuted. : 


of church property which, however, gener- 
ally falls short of their expectations, as it 
stands in no proportion to the popular esti- 
mate. 

Trusts and corporations enjoy immunity 
from confiscation, because the political lead- 
ers themselves are interested in them and 
reap great profits from them. 

Therefore, the separation of the Church 
from the State in Europe, proposed by Mod- 
ernists, would injure not only the Catholic 
Church, but all Christian denominations, be- 
cause all possessions of which the Govern- 
ment is the legal holder, would be forfeited. 

In those European countries, and especial- 
ly in France, where separation has been ef- 
fected, the Church does not by any means 
possess freedom. The State, even after the 
separation, does not permit the Church to 
build up institutions, organize societies, in- 
struct the people, or exercise freely the var- 
ious functions of its sacred mission. New 
laws, annoying its ministers and impeding 
their activity, are passed and enforced with 
a spirit of animosity and vexatious intoler- 
ance. 

Why, therefore, do Modernists, vaunting 
liberty so much, help to place the Church 
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in a condition of such hopeless bondage? 
But even their assertion that the State is 
absolutely independent of the Church, by 
reason of the diversity of their aims, is 
wrong. The Church inculcates moral prin- 
ciples and announces the eternal law of 
God. It teaches that man is responsible for 
his actions to his Maker, and thus gives mor- 
ality a firm foundation and powerful sanc- 
tion. The State pursues temporal ends and 
maintains order and justice. But its efforts 
will miscarry, if it does not base its author- 
ity on the truths which the Church teaches. 

Freethinkers claim to prove that it is 
enough for man and for the happiness of so- 
ciety to possess the material means of sup- 
port and a certain comfort of life; Modern- 
ists come very near to this doctrine when 
they propose that a citizen should per- 
form his duties without heeding the Church. 
But how will a man perform his duties if he 
does not believe in God’s justice and does not 
acknowledge any higher aim than the grat- 
ification of his passions; will he refrain from 
wrongdoing if it seems advantageous? We 
have to answer that such a man, lost to all 
sense of moral responsibility, will always be 
inclined to overreach others and to disre- 
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gard law and order if his passion and selfish- 
ness prompt him. The only thing to check 
his criminal instincts would be the brute 
force of the police. And we know in how 
many instances this will fail. 

Therefore, the temporal social aims can- 
not be properly realized without the help of 
the spiritual power. The State will be work- 
ing for its own safety and securing its high- 
est interests when it protects the Church and 
patronizes its ministers. ‘This protection it 
must exercise in subordination to the ec- 
clesiastical authorities. 

If civil authority does not second the 
Church in this respect, it may be sure that 
citizens without religion and morality will 
not attend properly to their duties; for ma- 
terialism will never be able to produce the 
noble virtues, the glorious altruism of high- 
spirited citizenship. Let us quote the oft- 
cited words of the Father of our County, the 
immortal George Washington: 


Of all the dispositions and habits which lead to 
political prosperity, religion and morality are indis- 
pensable supports. In vain would that man claim the 
tribute of patriotism who should labor to subvert the 
great pillars of human happiness, these firmest props 
of the duties of men'and citizens. . . . Letit 
simply be asked, where is the security for property, 
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for reputation, for life, if the sense of religious obli- 
gation desert the oaths, which are the instruments 
of investigation in courts of justice? And let us with 
caution indulge the supposition that morality can be 
maintained without religion. Reason and experience 
both forbid us to expect that national morality can 
prevail in exclusion of religious principles. 


But who will disseminate religious princi- 
ples among the people if the hands of the 
Church are trammeled? Who will bring 
the leaven of religious truth under the mass- 
es that it may permeate thought and feel- 
ing, if the Church is on all sides hedged in 
by restrictive laws? 

To this it would come if the proposition 
of the Modernists were to be carried out. 
The Church would become the victim, the 
prey, the game of political leaders. They 
would meddle with its most sacred functions 
and make it subservient to their ambitious 
aims. ‘Therefore, the doctrine of Modern- 
ists, regarding the separation of Church and 
State as it is understood in Europe, is op- 
posed to the liberty of the Church of God 
and its holy mission. 


CHAPTER VI. 


Final Remarks. 


PECULIAR feature of Modernism is 
that it does not come from one author 

but from many. Most of them are unknown. 
They have displayed great zeal and energy 
versed in their respective sciences and famil- 
iar with every branch of learning. Their 
fervor, though misguided, sprang from a 
sincere desire to defend the Church against 
the attacks of modern science. To equip 
themselves properly for their great task, 
they applied themselves eagerly to a pro- 
found study of the authors and theories hos- 
tile to Catholicism. Unfortunately, they 
were not sufficiently on their guard against 
the subtle poison exhaled fromthedangerous 
writings. Becoming more and more familiar 
with error, they absorbed its spirit, as one 
breathes infection that hangs in the air. 
Most of them may have remained uncon- 
scious of this mental infection which had be- 
fallen them. Henceforth all their thoughts 
were imbued by false principles and their 
theories reeked with errors. Some, how- 
ever, the pioneers, were fully aware of this 
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false leaven hidden in their mind. With ap- 
parent design, they introduced rationalistic 
and positivistic principles into Catholic 
teaching. Whether they were prompted by 
malicious intent or whether they actually 
thought this the only effectual method of 
defending Catholic doctrine is not for us to 
decide. But they understood from the be- 
ginning that they were in opposition to the 
teaching of the Catholic Church. On ac- 
count of their vast erudition, the warm and 
sympathetic tone of their writings, the se- 
ductive charm of their literary style, the 
originality of their views, and their catching 
enthusiasm for truth, they easily succeeded 
in gaining many disciples. Especially young 
clergymen were powerfully impressed by 
the earnestness of their appeals and the in- 
sinuating fascination of novelty. The clergy 
of Germany, France, Italy and the United 
States (perhaps not to the same extent as 
the others) showed a fair sprinkling of Mod- 
ernists. 

Who would not have been captivated 
about fifteen years ago by the inspiring . 
promises of the Modernists to prepare a gal- 
lant phalanx of young clergymen able to 
cope with the most formidable adversaries 
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of religion by the broadness of their views, 
the keenness of their arguments, the accur- 
acy of their erudition, and, last though not 
least, by their unswerving loyalty to the 
Apostolic See! Thus outfitted for his minis- 
terial work, the young priest would com- 
mand the esteem of his fellow-citizens by 
his intellectual superiority; he would attract 
the doubtful and the hesitating by the firm 
self-reliance of his conviction, and resist the 
bold advances of the anti-religious spirit by 
the quickness of his defense. Such were the 
fair pledges of Modernism. But they resem- 
bled beautiful blossoms that remain sterile, 
because the cankerworm has corroded them 
to the quick. The fatal virus that corrupt- 
ed Modernism and doomed it to barrenness, 
were the rationalistic and positivistic ele- 
ments it contained. It was bound to degen- 
erate into rank scepticism. 

When this tendency became manifest and 
the adherents openly professed the most ir- 
religious doctrines and lured so many eccle- 
siastics and laymen into error, the Holy 
Father, Pope Pius X, saw himself compelled 
to anathematize this pernicious system. 

After the condemnation of Modernism, 
the opinion of many was that this measure 
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was inopportune and harmful. But this 
view has no foundation. How long, then, 
shall the Church tarry? Is it still time to 
delay and procrastinate, when men openly 
declare that God is unknowable, that relig- 
ion is a matter of sentiment, and that the 
Church is a creation of religious feeling; 
when scepticism ravages the Church of God 
and filters into all classes of society; when it 
erects its pulpits in the very precincts of the 
sanctuary and poisons the utterances of 
those who should proclaim the word of 
truth? 

It is certain that every unprejudiced per- 
son must applaud the act of Pope Pius X, be- 
cause Modernism, striking at the very root 
of religion and undermining the authority 
of the Church, is a most dangerous doctrine, 
all the more so, as it presents itself under 
such deceptive forms and makes proselytes 
with such daring audacity and by such as- 
tute craftiness. 

The drift of modern thought in respect 
of religious matters is so confused and wary 
that the compromising attitude of Modern- | 
ism, especially when commended by the 
clergy, would catise universal scepticism. 

A reconciliation between modern thought 
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and religion cannot be effected by mincing 
religious truths, or by assuming the prem- 
ises of scepticism and extracting from them 
some kind of theology. Unless the doctrine 
of the Church is stripped of its very essence, 
that is, completely destroyed, it will never 
appeal to the rationalist or freethinker. Re- 
ligious truth cannot meet rationalism on its 
own ground, because they are and ever were 
and always will be absolute antipodes. 
There is a world between them. A chasm 
that cannot be bridged over separates them. 
All efforts to this effect must necessarily 
prove abortive. Scepticism excludes faith. 
But Modernism makes the futile attempt to 
wed the Christian religion to a_ sceptical 
spirit. And it thinks to accomplish this her- 
culean task by impregnating faith itself with 
scepticism. But a sceptical faith is a con- 
sumptive, a disintegrated faith, or rather no 
faith at all. The spirit of the time is anti-re- 
ligious. It rejects all religion, however 
much diluted by sceptical and rationalistic 
ingredients. If the men of our day are to be 
regained for the Church, the causes of the 
prevailing anti-religious spirit must be re- 
moved. The very roots of scepticism must 
be destroyed, and then we can think of im- 
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planting in the heart the seeds of religious 
belief. We will examine these causes in or- 
der to seek effective remedies. 

The first cause indirectly producing an 
anti-religious spirit in the different classes, 
especially in Europe, is the social movement. 
The social movement, appearing not only as 
a tendency but as a violent revolutionary 
spirit, was caused by imperfect and very of- 
ten unjust laws regulating economic rela- 
tions. This defective legislation tends ta 
pauperize the masses and to concentrate 
enormous wealth in the hands of a few. 
Pauperism destroys morality and religion, 
for the hungry man is easy game for scep- 
ticism and atheism. The laboring class of 
the present time is compelled to struggle for 
bread; there is a difference between working 
for bread and struggling for bread; we said 
that the working class must struggle for 
bread. The laborer receives a salary insuffi- 
cient to buy the necessities of life; nor are 
the wages in proportion to the work per- 
formed; besides, the price of food and the 
cost of living are daily increasing. 

Then the small pay which the wage-earn- 
er gets is not stable; it is only for to-day, but 
it is not guaranteed for to-morrow; to-mor- 
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row the working man may be discharged 
from his work and he will lose even the small 
salary. He cannot find other work easily; 
sometimes he must wait and look for work 
for an entire month before he secures it; hav- 
ing no bread for his family and seeing it per- 
ish, his brain reels and his judgment be- 
comes unsettled; the sight of the extrava- 
gance of the rich makes him a ferocious en- 
emy of the present social order. At labor 
meetings, unscrupulous demagogues malign 
the Church and seek to fasten on it respon- 
sibility for the present unjust condition of 
the poor, and claim that it sides with the op- 
pressors. The Church, they sarcastically 
remark, preaches charity; but it is not char- 
ity, not alms that the workman wants, but 
justice. And as the Church is the firmest 
prop of the present unbearable order, it must 
be abolished together with the existing so- 
cial conditions. The Church, authorizing 
and protecting the unjust conditions, in 
which the laborer is denied his rights, is 
rated consequently as an enemy of the work- 
ing man. ‘Thus these speakers indict the 
Church and propagate atheism; they flatter 
the lowest passions of their listeners and 
scorn any higher aim than the gratification 
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of the senses. Finally, they call upon the 
oppressed to rise up against their tyrants 
and to establish a new social order, even by 
the use of violence and dynamite. At first, 
the better ones may shrink from such gory 
doctrines. But hunger overcomes their 
scruples. So they become fanatic revolu- 
tionists, anarchists, fierce enemies of the 
Church and finally atheists. 

What we have described are facts that 
may be verified almost every day. The ene- 
mies of the Church have very easy work at 
the present time in propagating a rational- 
istic and anti-religious spirit among the 
working-classes. The Church, they spite- 
fully point out, teaches that we must suffer 
and, by suffering, merit everlasting reward 
before God. But this is only cheating people 
out of their earthly happiness for the benefit 
of capitalists. ‘The working-class, exasper- 
ated by prolonged injustice, rise in protest 
and are ready to enforce their rights by 
bloodshed. The malcontents daily increase 
in number; they grow bolder and more des- 
perate. Alcoholism helps to demoralize © 
them completely. Therefore, the social 
movement is the indirect cause of the ration- 
alistic, sceptical, and anti-religious spirit; for 
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the enemies of the Church and of morality 
find eager listeners among the poor down- 
trodden and starving people. 

We will leave this question for a moment 
and pass on to consider other direct and in- 
direct causes of the anti-religious spirit. 

The second camse of the anti-religious 
spirit at the present time is the materialistic 
stage of development upon which the his- 
tory of science has entered. ‘The evolution 
of science passes through different succes- 
sive, periodical phases: upon idealism fol- 
lows positivism and materialism, which is 
succeeded by scepticism, which in turn final- 
ly gives way toidealism. At present we are 
living in the materialistic period. And, 
though it is already merging into the phase 
of scepticism, it will not close until’it shall 
have passed through the lower classes of so- 
ciety. For the intellectual classes, an era of 
idealism is beginning to dawn. 

The materialistic epoch in which we live 
is unduly prolonged by the social movement, 
and it probably will last until social condi- 
tions shall have improved. Upon this, ideal- 
ism will enter into its rights; human reason 
will turn to metaphysical speculations, and 
make use of the experimental data that have 
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been stored up in the materialistic era. Some 
time will elapse before the middle class, 
which is now thoroughly honeycombed by 
materialistic principles, shall return to ideal- 
ism. Young men of this class imbibe mater- 
ialistic ideas in schools and colleges, and, not 
being able to judge them according to their 
real value, they give unqualified assent. 
Teachers, especially in France, are largely 
materialists and very zealous in the propa- 
gation of materialism among students; with 
dogmatic authority they put before their pu- 
pils such uncritical phrases as, ‘“ matter 
causes itself;”’ “‘the cause of everything is 
energy.” ‘Thus materialism has a firm hold 
on the middle classes. 

The Church of the present time has many 
enemies among pseudo-scientists and differ- 
ent teachers of the public schools. 

We read in the Literary Digest (3 Febru- 
ary, 1908) anent modern religious persecu- 
tion: 

When Mr. René Bazin, member of the French 
Academy, was recently asked, apropos of the present — 
condition of religion in France, whether the world 
was witnessing a dissolution, or an evolution, of the 
religious idea, he answered, “Neither ; we are witness- 
ing a persecution.” In this remark, he was not allud- 
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ing to the Law of Separation in France, the confis- 
cation of church property, and the expulsion of the 
clergy from their immemorial homes, says Ch. Woeste, 
writing in the Revue Générale (Brussels) ; he referred 
to the persecution waged against the church by scien- 
tists and philosophers of the day. They wage intel- 
lectual war upon Christianity, he says, and lead the 
ignorant to assent to theories which they do not and 
cannot understand. ‘They persecute Christianity by 
scattering the seeds of moral plague among the people. 
He quotes as example the words of a French college 
president, Mr. Lemeere, uttered in 1907: ‘Dense is 
the darkness of our ignorance; we are advancing tip- 
toe through a profound night. But the phantoms 
raised by the imagination of our terrified ancestors 
are gradually vanishing. We are already beginning 
to see light. . . . We have learned that we are 
not the creatures of an anthropomorphous god, but 
the children of energy.” “The children of energy,” 
repeats Mr. Woeste, and adds, “if Mr. Lemeere thinks 
that in such an acknowledgment as this men can ‘see 
light’ he is the only person who thinks so.” 

The bombarding of old and settled beliefs, declares 
this writer, has driven the common lay people, among 
whom the extreme views of atheism and unbelief have 
disseminated in popular form, to seek other places of 
refuge. 


Students believe what professors say in 
schools because they are unable to criticize 
anti-religious sentences; learning such prin- 
ciples in school, they become materialists for 
their whole life. 
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The middle intelligent class propagates 
materialistic ideas among the lower classes 
when talking publicly about social prob- 
lems or on other occasions. ‘They simply 
deny the existence of everything that is not 
material; they teach that materialism alone 
will help the poor to better their condition, 
and that religion and, in general, morality 
and idealism are the obstacles in the way of 
social amelioration; they sneer at religion 
and Christianity and openly call it the ene- 
my of humanity; their intention is to eradi- 
cate entirely religion and moral principles 
from the lower classes and prepare them for 
an international revolution. 

The materialistic spirit of many scientific 
theories and hypotheses begets anti-social 
and anti-moral doctrines, and this is the rea- 
son why the ethical principles, guiding the 
middle intelligent class in the present mater- 
lalistic era, are utilitarian and _ epicurean. 
The ideal of an average man of this class is 
to gratify his passions and his lowest in- 
stincts; no justice in his dealings with his 
fellowmen, no loyalty in marital relations, 
no integrity and uprightness of character; 
such a man is ready to barter everything for 
money wherewith he may indulge his vicious 
inclinations. ) 
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Modern science continually creates new 
material comforts and luxuries which, in 
their turn, develop new artificial needs; at 
the same time the resources of men dimin- 
ish. This disproportion produces the utmost 
dissatisfaction, which the enemies of the 
Church direct against Christian doctrine, 
contending that the Church is responsible 
for this unfortunate condition. 

The materialistic spirit of our age appears 
also from the fact that, in the present time, 
only applied sciences (all those which give 
the highest material utility) are cultivated; 
we live in the time of practical specialties 
and the public attention is absorbed by prac- 
tical inventions. Everything savors of ma- 
terialism. 

The materialistic phase, as we may per- 
ceive from the history of civilization, never 
continued for so long a time as at present, 
and it is already disappearing and changing 
into scepticism and even into idealism 
among the great scientists; this idealism 
ventures forth very cautiously; nevertheless 
it is essentially idealism and well-disposed 
toward religion and morality. This new 
idealistic era will not reach the middle intel- 
ligent and lower classes until the social ques- 
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tion, at least in its most important issues, 
has been solved. Nor will the anti-religious 
spirit, which is the companion of material- 
ism, disappear any sooner. } 

Another important cause of the prevailing 
anti-religious spirit, especially in European 
societies, is the absence of Christianity 
among public officials. This lack of Chris- 
tianity shows itself in the attitude of the 
governments toward the Church, their arro- 
gance toward their subjects and their ne- 
glect of the working-classes. Governments 
forget that they exist for the benefit of the 
people whom they govern and not only for 
their own benefit. Their main thought is to 
concentrate all power in their own hands 
and to break down all barriers in the way of 
their absolutism. ‘The Church, being the 
chief obstacle to their tyrannical designs, 
they use all means to loosen its hold upon 
the people and to weaken its influence; they 
dissolved the natural social aggregates into 
isolated units and then had free hand in es- 
tablishing a despotic rule. By armed force 
and standing armies they upheld their au- 
thority. 

The dissatisfaction caused by such en- 
croachments is diverted from the govern. 
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ments and laid at the door of the Church. 
which is made responsible for the misdeeds 
of others. The enemies of the Church are 
not candid enough to see that the Church is 
always persecuted by governments (in Eu- 
rope); that the rulers, in their exaggerated 
egoism, use violence against it to make it 
pliant to their ambitious schemes. Secular 
power always strives to discredit ecclesias- 
tical authority and to reduce the sphere of 
its influence. When, some years ago, dur- 
ing the preparations for the first Interna- 
tional Peace Congress, it was suggested to 
admit the Church to take part in the con- 
vention, the representatives of many states 
protested, alleging that the Church does not 
possess temporal power. Why, then, do ill- 
disposed men charge the Church with all the 
existing abuses of society when they know 
that the Church is generally not suffered to 
participate in important social actions and 
reforms, but is held down even by liberal 
governments (as in France)? 

Politics are no longer animated by a 
Christian spirit, but by a spirit of pharisaic 
hypocrisy; not justice and right, but force 
and violence characterize the dealings with 
the Church, the poorer classes, and entire 
nations. 
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Even so-called Christian governments ex- 
clude religious considerations from politics; 
they do not consult the Church in any of 
their enterprises. ‘This leads the people to 
believe that religion is of no earthly and 
practical use. It gets into bad odor and dis- 
repute. Thus the government helps to spread 
irreligion and to foster a spirit of animosity 
against the Church. And the Church must 
bear the odium of the blunders of the gov- 
ernment. 


The False Methods of Modernism. 


ap HE only method available in eradicating 

the anti-religious spirit from the dif- 
ferent classes of society is that which direct- 
ly attacks its causes. 

The Modernistic method of defending the 
Church by adaptiing its doctrines to the 
sceptical and materialistic views of the age, 
is eminently absurd. The profound, inher- 
ent repugnance of religion and materialism 
will always remain and cannot be glossed 
over. Anti-religious minds will never be sat- 
isfied by such adaptation and the faithful 
would be scandalized and wounded to the 
quick in their most sacred convictions. But, 
above all, the Modernistic methods flatly 
contradict the nature of the Church. 

When the Encyclical ‘““Pascendi’” of Pope 
Pius X was issued, Modernists, defending 
themselves in various periodicals, tried to 
prove that the Encyclical does not present 
Modernism in a proper way, urging it is not 
a system as it is set forth in the Encyclical 
and that Modernists themselves do not 
agree on any absolute form. We grant that 
there are some points which all Modernists 
do not endorse and that they may disagree 
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on some problems; nevertheless, the leading 
Modernists have shown clearly in their writ- 
ings the Modernistic system exactly as it is 
described in the Encyclical. The author of 
the Encyclical has gathered the dispersed 
material, extracted the fundamental princi- 
ples and, rounding out, applying, and con- 
structing, they place before the reader a co- . 
herent system. 

We may even say that the Encyclical, in 
exposing the Modernistic system, does not 
show the underlying sceptical spirit in such 
an extreme form as it is shadowed forth in 
an essay in defense of Modernism by Father 
Tyrrell, one of its most distinguished ex- 
ponents, who unwittingly lets out that Mod- 
ernism is complete scepticism. ‘The essay 
appeared in the January issue of thez dder? 
Journal (London). We quote it in part to 
show the better that the Modernistic meth- 
od of defending the Church is repugnant to 
its very nature. Father Tyrrell says: 


Modernism is a movement, a process, a tendency, 
and not, like scholasticism, a system—the term or. 
“arrest” of a movement. It is a movement away 
from the scholastic position in a variety of directions. 
But, whereas in former years such movements have 
been in quest of some new position to be accepted 


False Methods of the Modernists. 107 


as final and permanent, Modernism recognizes move- 
ment as itself a permanent condition, and seeks only 
to discover laws and determine its action. Growth 
is its governing category. In other words, it is an 
attempt to reconcile the essentials of Catholic faith 
with those indisputable results of historical criticism 
which are manifestly disastrous to the medieval syn- 
thesis of scholastic theology. It does not demand a 
new theology, or no theology at all, but a moving, 
“rowing theology—a theology carefully distinguished 
from the religious experience of which it is the ever- 
imperfect, ever-perfectible expression. It does not 
demand a new institutional framework of Catholicism, 
or no framework at all, but a recognition that the 
framework has grown in the past and should be suf- 
fered to grow in the future under the guidance of the 
same Life and Spirit. 


Modernism, therefore, does not need the- 
ology at all as far as it is a system in “ar- 
rest” (as they say), but it wants a theology 
always changeable; it does not want a new 
institutional framework of Catholicism, or 
no framework at all, but the recognition that — 
the framework is changeable and that it 
erows; but, if we suppose that all theologi- 
cal principles are changeable, we must evi- 
dently doubt their truthfulness, and then 
absolute scepticism would follow. Theolo- 
gy, then, would not be a science at all, be- 
cause every science, although it develops, 
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nevertheless possesses unchangeable and ev- 
ident principles which constitute its essen- 
tial elements; theories and hypotheses may 
be changed, but not the evident principles. 
The same holds true of the doctrine of the 
Church. 

The Church has already suffered many 
persecutions on account of the firmness with 
which it clings to its essential principles and 
doctrines; the Church cannot alter its essen- 
tial elements, because it is to be the beacon- 
light of truth guiding men through the 
stormy and restless waves of error. 

The Modernistic system of modifying 
Catholic doctrine is entirely sceptical and 
akin to that which was broached at a con- 
eress of freethinkers lately held in Prague, 
the capital of Bohemia. According to the 
opinion expressed in the lectures delivered 
on that occasion, everything 1s changeable, 
and religion should be debarred from the 
schools because it teaches that there are un- 
changeable and eternal principles. The ideas 
of the Modernists coincide with these 
views. 

Scepticism, considered in itself, is unscien- 
tific, because we see that all sciences, though 
they develop, nevertheless possess demon- 
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strated principles which are unchangeable 
and which we cannot doubt; we base our life 
on these very principles and we do not make 
a mistake because experience proves their 
reliability. How, then, can we admit that 
all principles in theological sciences are 
changeable, if no science would accept such 
a proposition? 

Modernists contend that theological sci- 
ences should not be based on scholasticism, 
the standard and official Catholic philoso- 
phy, because this philosophy being in 
“arrest,” impedes the development of 
theology. Modernists are the enemies 
of Christian philosophy and they pro- 
ceed like all sceptics; namely, being unable 
to refute it, they revile its immutability and 
call it a fossilized relic that has outlived it- 
self. 

Why do they not point out where it is 
wrong? Its very enemies cannot help using 
it in practical life: they apply Aristotelico- 
Thomistic logic and metaphysics, and rea- 
son on the strength of the principles of caus- 
ality, identity and contradiction. They base 
natural sciences on these same principles; 
yet in theory they reject Christian philoso- 
phy as unprogressive and obsolete. They 
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give the preference to pantheistic and scep- 
tical systems replete with all possible ab- 
surdities. According to these systems, the 
principle of causality does not exist; effects 
may be greater and more perfect than their 
causes, they may even be produced without 
a cause; contradictions may co-exist; matter 
and spirit are phases of the same reality, 
which is blind energy and highest intelli- 
gence at the same time. 

Scholasticism, the authorized, typical 
form of Christian philosophy, is a compact, 
well-balanced, and rigidly logical system; it 
is impregnable in its main and essential po- 
sitions. It has been much maligned and ri- 
diculed, but not refuted. It has been fiercely 
assailed throughout the ages by all manners 
and kinds of enemies, but it has withstood 
the violent onslaught. It has been tested in 
the crucible of severe and relentless criti- 
cism, but it has come out of the ordeal un- 
scathed and intact. Modernists have 
renewed the old attacks. They possess a 
rich store of historical and philological eru- 
dition; they are well-versed in every branch - 
of natural science; they are conversant with 
every detail of theological lore. They do 
not lack natural abilities and great intellec- 
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tual acumen. ‘They are deficient only in 
philosophical training. And this absence of 
mental discipline accounts for their errors 
and their deep-rooted hatred against the 
scholastic system. All loose thinkers in- 
stinctively dread scholastic philosophy. In 
its rigorous logic there is no room for vague 
speculations; the incandescent searchlight of 
its syllogisms pitilessly reveals the hidden 
flaws of a plausible argument. And so the 
Modernists have also enlisted with the ene- 
mies of scholasticism. ‘They have cast the 
old slurs at it, but they have not disproved 
any of its essential tenets. They apply 
scholastic logic; they adopt certain meta- 
physical principles; in fact, they could not 
reason and live without them; but they will 
not acknowledge their indebtedness, and 
they ask that the Church should banish this 
time-honored system from its theological 
schools. In like manner, scientists and un- 
Christian philosophers, when reasoning, un- 
consciously and without bias proceed on 
the lines of scholastic argumentation; but 
the moment they speak as_ philosophers, 
they forsake their logic and do not shrink 
from the most absurd and chimerical con- 
clusions, only to evade the inevitable conse- 
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quences which sound and enlightened rea- 
son imposes. 

The general and special metaphysical the- 
ories of scholasticism are in perfect har- 
mony with experience; they are consistent 
and solid. They treat of the nature and es- 
sence of things and prove the objective ex- 
istence of the world. We can understand 
that a recluse philosopher may come to 
doubt the reality of the external world, but 
that sober scientists, living in daily contact 
with nature, should go to such length, seems 
incredible. Yet, misinterpreting some phy- 
siological phenomena of color-perception 
and sound, they also denied the objective 
reality of the outer world. Reflection, how- 
ever, taught that, although there is a sub- 
jective element in our way of perceiving 
things, there is also an objective quality 
which provokes and determines the phenom- 
enon of vision and hearing. ‘The subjective 
modifications take place in correspondence 
to the action of outward, objective stimu- 
lants. And over the latter we have no pow- 
er; they act irresistibly and we cannot fash- © 
ion and modify the impressions of our senses 
according to our will and wish. ‘This de- 
pendence of our sensations and the stability 
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and recurrence of certain groups of impres- 
sions prove the objectivity of the external 
world. So experience and experiment, after 
all, bear out the old scholastic theory. 

Scholastic cosmology, again, respects ex- 
perience. It does not try to explain natural 
phenomena by mere words or catchy 
phrases. It analyzes the data of science 
and upon this analysis builds its theories. 
The fundamental ideas which it gleans from 
observation are order, causality, design, 
contingent being, and absolute being. They 
are not vague speculations, but the stock- 
in-trade of our daily thinking and appeal to 
every practical mind, whereas the cosmo- 
logical theories of materialism, pantheism, 
and subjectivism shock the ordinary com- 
mon sense and upset all our practical no- 
tions of things. 

The recent discoveries in psycho-physics, 
a comparatively new branch of philosophy, 
were thought to be the complete undoing of 
scholastic psychology, but they only served 
to emphasize the intimate union of soul and 
body, as they showed the perfect depend- 
ence of mental process upon physiological 
concomitants. Psycho-physics only leads 
us to the threshold of conscious life; it ex- 
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amines the conditions of sensation and the 
preliminaries of thought; about the nature 
of perception and thought it knows noth- 
ing. Scholastic psychology avails itself of 
these useful discoveries and incorporates 
them into its system, thus perfecting and 
completing it. 

The scholastic system of ethics is the only 
one extant that provides a firm foundation 
for morality and an efficacious sanction of 
moral law. It derives our obligations from 
one Supreme Lawgiver, who overrules the 
world and manifests His will in the heart of 
man by the voice of nature. ‘This Lawgiver 
is God. And because God’s power over- 
shadows the law, men bow before its maj- 
esty. 

In the social theories of scholasticism we 
remark the same sober spirit of observation. 
They are based on a thorough study of the 
nature of man. Nor is this man an ideal, 
ethereal being, without a habitation and a 
name; but the real, living, breathing man 
with all his virtues and all his vices. They 
favor order and justice and a reasonable 
freedom, but they condemn all anarchistic 
schemes, subversive of all social order, 
they look askance at all extravagant prop- 
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ositions, not taking into account the real 
nature of man. These principles will in- 
sure a continuous, progressive development 
of society. 

Why should the Church abandon a phil- 
osophical system so perfectly in accord 
with all the dictates of logic, the results of 
experience and the requirements of human 
nature? Only because it has the stability 
of truth and not the changeableness of er- 
ror. Let other systems pass through inter- 
minable metamorphosis, scholasticism will 
be satisfied to be labelled “a system in ar- 
rest.” But such principles in arrest, firm, 
stable, immutable, are the skeleton of ev- 
ery science. 

If scholasticism is unchangeable in its 
principles, it is not unprogressive in its de- 
tails. It adapts its conclusions to the pro- 
gress of the various sciences and absorbs 
the new materials which experience furnish- 
es. Thus there remains sufficient scope for 
progress, improvement and development. 

Never can the Church gain anything by 
joining hands with rationalism and fusing 
religion with scepticism; religion can only 
be saved by upholding without compromise 
and without flinching the immutability and 
evidence of eternal truth. 
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A thorough training in philosophy is of 
special importance to the future minister of 
the Church. For he will meet many objec- 
tions that he can only refute on philosophi- 
cal grounds. Moreover, he can never ac- 
quire insight into the divine science, unless 
he be prepared by a good philosophical edu- 
cation. Not by giving up  scholasticism, 
but by enforcing it, will the Church triumph 
over the spirit of irreligion. 

If the Church submitted its doctrine to the 
public, it would become a bone of conten- 
tion between the different parties and would 
be distorted, to favor party interests. The 
Church must stand above and beyond all 
parties and factions. It represents the 
interests of humanity and teaches ex- 
ternal truth to all without distinction | 
and without preference. It would be 
fatal to religion were it welded to any par- 
ticular interest, because this would arouse 
suspicion in others. Besides, in such a case, 
religion would be blamed for all the out- 
rages, perpetrated in its name, but in reality 
for the party-leaders. 

Among the leaders of the social move- 
ment there are undoubtedly honest and fair- 
minded men, who devote themselves to the 
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welfare of the people. But these are not the 
bitter enemies of the Church. Implacable 
hatred and instinctive animosity against the 
Church are generally found only among 
those who have some reason for wishing the 
suppression of the law of God, or among 
such as simply use the misguided masses for 
their selfish purposes. 

We do not affirm that everybody who pro- 
fesses religion is a man of integrity and 
character. Yet even criminal psychology 
and statistics, as Lombroso proves, go to 
show that nearly all criminals are destitute 
of religion. 

If some ecclesiastics are not as active in 
the interests of social reform as certain men 
would like them to be, at least the Church 
and religion should not be censured for this. 
We cannot all have the same hobby. ‘The 
Church as a whole has never failed to co-op- 
erate in all reasonable enterprises in behalf 
of social reform. 

As the public becomes intellectually more 
developed, it will come to understand that 
no matter what forms of government socie- 
ty may have in the future, no matter what 
kind of principles may prevail in political 
economy, the basis of all government and 
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politics must be religion, morality and jus- 
tice. ‘I‘he more the external means to main- 
tain order are reduced, the more the inter- 
nal factors, conscience and the sense of res- 
ponsibility, must be emphasized. In this 
coming golden age, religion, which enlight- 
ens conscience and inspires sentiments of 
responsibilty, will no longer be decried as 
hostile to society and human progress. It 
will also become patent that every enemy of 
religion is an enemy of humanity. Mean- 
while, the Church must guard and defend 
the sacred principles of religion, right and 
morality, entrusted to its care; but not ex- 
pose them, as the Modernists would have it, 
to the ravages of public opinion. 

The public regards the Church with dis- 
trust, because it teaches the divine origin of 
authority. But by this doctrine, the Church 
does not intend to sanction and justify all 
the actions of the government. It cannot be 
said to act as an accomplice of the govern- 
ment in the suppression of the people. The 
doctrine of the divine origin of authority is 
but vaguely understood. The people, by ~ 
nominating and electing men to administer 
public affairs, actually do confer the power 
to rule. But this power, as required by the 
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very nature of society, comes remotely from 
God, who is the author of society. Elemen- 
tary forms of government have at all times 
existed; not even the household of the bees 
and the state of the ants can be without 
them. Therefore government is a divine in- 
stitution and not subject to the whims and 
fancies of the people. Otherwise there could 
be no stability in society. The power once 
transferred to the legitimate ruler, whether 
he be king or president, whether he was 
elected to office or assumed authority by 
hereditary transmission, cannot be with- 
drawn at the pleasure of the governed. 

Governments should understand that by 
undermining the authority of the Church 
they are digging their own grave. This ap- 
plies not only to monarchies, but even more 
to republics; for republics can less exist 
without religion, morality, and justice than 
monarchies. Anti-religious tendencies are 
also anti-social and revolutionary. Anarchy 
spares no form of government; it strikes 
alike the king and the president. The 
Church, by fostering a truly religious spirit, 
protects authority and the peace of society. 
The State should give full freedom and gen- 
erous support to the Church; this will re- 
dound to its own benefit. 
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But the Church should not be a tool of the 
government, as Modernists rave; such a con- 
dition would discredit the Church with the 
people and drive them into the arms of ir- 
religion, for then they would look upon the 
Church as an oppressive force, the same as 
the army and the police. But this is not 
the mission of the Church. 


Conclusion. 


ne ees phenomenon in history has a 

reason for its existence. Modernism, 
which spread so rapidly among Catholics, 
must also have its reason. It generally hap- 
pens that the persecutors of the Church do 
not understand the hidden purpose which 
God pursues in permitting their existence. 
They are too much intoxicated with their 
own doings to see anything beyond the lim- 
ited horizon of their immediate environ- 
ment. It so happens to the Modernists. 
They flatter themselves that the Eternal 
Law called them to reform Catholic doc- 
trine by their theories; but herein they blun- 
der. Their theories are irrelevant and short- 
lived, but their existence is the symptom of 
a critical state of the Church; it serves as 
the indication of a strong undercurrent of ir- 
religion in human society; it forebodes the 
coming of an epoch of religious indifference 
and disbelief (described as “religio depopu- 
lata” in an old prophecy). The anti-religious 
spirit will diffuse itself through the lower 
classes of society; more difficulties between 
the Church and the different states will 
arise; sensual indulgence will be the ethical 
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ideal of the multitudes. One of the greatest 
persecutions that ever swept over the 
Church is preparing in Furope. The Church 
must get ready to meet it. Therefore God 
has forewarned it by the appearance of 
Modernism, the harbinger of irreligion. This 
persecution may last until the passing of 
materialism. After the storm has abated, 
the Church will be hailed as the welcome 
ally of a new, young, and vigorous idealism. 

In the future social development, after 
the equilibrium of capital and labor shall 
have been established, a terrific collision be- 
tween the intelligent, refined artisan and the 
brutalized, coarse proletarian will shake the 
foundation of society. Then the enemies of 
the Church will be undeceived; they will see 
to what monstrous depth of degradation a 
man without religion and ethical ideals will 
sink; they will be horror-stricken at the wild 
outbreak of the low passions, pent up in the 
heart of man and restrained only by religion 
and morality. At last the ennobling influ- 
ence of religion upon man’s nature will be 
understood and the Church will be recog- 
nized as the greatest benefactor of human 
society. 


Conclusion. i28 

Modernists, who obstinately persist in 
their errors, will vanish, sooner or later, as 
has always been the case with the enemies 
of Christian truth. Those sincerely con- 
verted may be privileged to fight for the de- 
fense of the Church in the foremost ranks, 
on account of their scientific attainments 
and their youthful enthusiasm. 

Glorious opportunities, indeed, present 
themselves in the Church even to the most 
brilliant genius, and there remains a wide 
and promising field for the buoyant activity 
of the Modernists under the auspices of ec- 
clesiastical authority. May they turn their 
keen-edged weapons to a nobler aim and 
stand by the Church in the coming persecu- 
tion, of which their appearance has premon- 
ished the religious world. Thus they will 
be not only the sad omens of future evil, but 
likewise the illustrious champions of an il- 
lustrious cause. 
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